
CHAPTER 6 

PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

This chapter is new. It displays most of  the public com- 
ment letters received, a complete list of  people and 
organizations attending one or more of the public meetings 
at which comments were received and BLM's responses to 
comments. 

All comments, written or oral, were reviewed and con- 
sidered. Comments that presented new data, questioned 
facts or analyses, or raised questions or issues bearing 
directly upon the alternatives or environmental analyses 
were responded to in this final RMP-EIS. Comments per- 
talning to wilderness were saved for the wilderness review 
process and will be evaluated separately. Comments ex- 
pressing personal opinions and comments and letters 
received after May 10, 1985, were considered but not 
responded to directly. 

A combined total of  437 people, organizations or 
governmental agencies submitted comments on the draft 
RMP-EIS. Of these, 361 separate comments required 
responses. Of the 361 comments, a total of  61 dealt 
specifically with wilderness and will be addressed in a 
separate environmental document in 1986. Table 6-1 
displays the number of  comments requiring a response by 
resource category. 

Each letter and each public hearing statement has been 
assigned an index number (see Tables 6-2 and 6-3), and 
comments within individual letters and hearing statements 
are also numbered. These same index numbers, along with 
individual comment numbers, are used to identify BLM's 
responses to the letters and hearing statements. For exam- 
ple, response 192-2 refers to letter number 192, comment 

TABLE 6-i: NUMBER OF COMMENTS REQUIRING RESPONSE, BY RESOURCE 
Bureau of Land Management, Yuma District 

Resource Number of Comments* 

Wildlife 76 
Special Management Areas 43 
Grazing 33 
Land Ownership Adjustment 19 
Rights-of-Way 29 
Recreation 53 
Wilderness 61 
Floodplain 3 
Minerals 45 
Vegetation 3 
Economics/Soclal 3 
Other 42 

Total Comments Requiring Response 361 

*These numbers cannot be added to total 361 because some 
comments addressed more than one resource. 

Source: BLM, Yuma District Office, 1985. 

number 2. The letters are reprinted in the order they were 
received, followed by the public hearing transcripts and, 
finally, BLM's responses to comments. Some of  the letters 
expressing personal opinion have not been reprinted here, 
but are grouped together and summarized (see summaries 
following letters 13, 34, 101, 102, 136 and 231 in the text). 
These letters are available for review at the Yuma District 
Office. A response to a comment identifies either that a 
change has been made in the RMP-EIS or provides ration- 
ale why changes were not made. 

TABLE 6-2: LETTER WRITERS 
Bureau of Land Management, Yuma District 

Letter 
No. Agency and/or Individual 

Santa Fe Pacific Railroad Company (G. G. Byers) 
Arizona State Parks, State Historic Preservation Offices 

(Donna J. Schober) 
United Four Wheel Drive Associations (Stu Bengson) 
Jim Livermore 
City of Yuma, Planning Division (Kathy F. Lof'mk) 
Herb Garlitz 

Letter 
No. 

7 

8 

9 
10 

Agency and/or Individual 

State of California, Native American Heritage Commission 
(Loretta E. Allen) 

National Park Service, Western Region (Howard H. 
Chapman) 

U.S. Marine Corps, Yuma MCAS (Lt. Col. R. J. Stocking) 
Arizona State University, Center for Environmental Studies 

(Robert D. Ohmart) 
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Letter 
No. Agency and/or Individual 

11 Elliott Bemshaw 
12 Harry Melts 
13 Mr. and Mrs. Norman Pegues 
14 Mr. and Mrs. Robert Hemmert 
15 Mr. and Mrs. John D'Orio 
16 Mr. and Mrs. A. Learn 
17 Mr. and Mrs. Art Iniley 
18 Dan Patet 
19 Mr. and Mrs. Melvin Jones 
20 Mrs. D. P. Cripe 
21 Mr. and Mrs. Phil Teljeur 
22 Mr. and Mrs. James Dirksen 
23 Mr. and Mrs. R. G. Roloff 
24 Mr. and Mrs. Robert Jacobson 
25 Anonymous 
26 Mr. and Mrs. John Simpson 
27 Mr. and Mrs. L. M. Rigdon 
28 Mr. and Mrs. Earl Archer 
29 C.H.  Anderson 
30 Mr. and Mrs. George Moldenhauer 
31 Mr. and Mrs. Lester Mitchell 
32 Mr. and Mrs. Ward Carroll 
33 Mr. and Mrs. David Childs 
34 Jack Devault 
35 Lois Tyson 
36 Mr. and Mrs. Harry McGee 
37 Ray Needham 
38 Mr. and Mrs. Fred Humphreys 
39 Virgil Van Alstine 
40 Mr. and Mrs. Norm Theobald 
41 James E. Manley 
42 Mr. and Mrs. Elmer Hall 
43 Mr. and Mrs. Leslie Bryden 
44 Mr. and Mrs. Cameron Page 
45 Mr. and Mrs. Roger Dillavou 
46 Mr. and Mrs. Don Groff 
47 Betty Beck and Luetta Goertzen 
48 David R. Hunt 
49 Mr. and Mrs. John Spicer 
50 Mr. and Mrs. Francis Vogelsberg 
51 Mr. and Mrs. Fred Curtis 
52 Town of Parker (Town Council) 
53 Dick Pruett 
54 Pacific Gas and Electric Company (E. L. Nurisso) 
55 Department of the Air Force, Western Region (Philllp E. 

Lammi) 
56 Mr. and Mrs. Vofis Minium 
57 Mr. and Mrs. F. Montgomery 
58 Mr. and Mrs. A. A. Harris 
59 Mr. and Mrs. Ernest Romey 
60 Mr. and Mrs. George Culbert 
61 Mr. and Mrs. Marcel Caron 
62 Mr. and Mrs. Frank Steviac 
63 State of California, Native American Heritage Commission 

(John D. Smith) 
64 Lothar M. Schmidt 
65 Larry Van Dusen 
66 Mr. and Mrs. Virgel Tharp 
67 Mr. and Mrs. F. R. Slimmer 
68 Congressman Bob Stump 
69 Jesse G. Scott 
70 R.D. Cooper 

Letter 
No. 

71 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
79 
80 
81 
82 
83 
84 
85 
86 
87 
88 
89 
9O 
91 

92 
93 
94 
95 
96 
97 
98 
99 

100 
101 
102 
103 
104 
105 
106 
107 
108 
109 
110 
111 
112 
113 
114 
115 
116 
117 
118 
119 
120 
121 
122 
123 
124 
125 
126 
127 
128 
129 
130 
131 

Agency and/or Individual 

Brian R. Cowger 
John MacDonald 
E.V.E. Mining Enterprise (Harry Smith) 
John R. Wildon 
Mr. and Mrs. Everest Lilje 
Mr. and Mrs. Pat Cole 
Mr. and Mrs. Pete Parga 
James Everett 
Richard Cooke 
Walter H. Pappin 
Roland J. Chalifour 
Mr. and Mrs. Ralph Beday 
Mr. and Mrs. Don Salmen 
Jack Dolan 
Kenneth W. Furra 
Mr. and Mrs. Eldar Miller 
W. C. Salodin 
J. P. Herz 
Wally Sisler 
Mr. and Mrs. David T. Zegier 
Arizona Bureau of Geology and Mineral Technology (Larry 

D. Fellows) 
Bobble Holaday 
Mr. and Mrs. Rodney Isaacson 
Mr. and Mrs. Frank Brannschweig 
SCORE International (Sal Fish) 
MCI (Fred Hubbell) 
Frederick W. Fish 
Bert W. Gossett 
Richard Alexander 
E. Anderson 
Mrs. Gene Anne Parker 
Janice C. Luepke 
Donald M. Currie 
Harry Oliverius 
Mr. and Mrs. John J. Gunkel 
William A. Facinelli 
Mr. and Mrs. J. E. Lilly 
Mr. and Mrs. John Rich 
Ida May Oliverius 
Rosemary P. Spaulding 
John Prater 
Leroy Zimmerman 
Frank S. Loulan 
Eloise G. Black 
M. K. Daly 
Nancy L. Russell 
Scott Hudson 
Robert J. Schmidli 
John T. Winter 
Walter A. McCleneghan 
Dan Ayers 
Sara Traum 
Nancy Tubey 
John S. Jachna 
Karl Greenblatt 
Greg Barr 
John F. Pamperin 
J. T. Zahnle III et. al. 
Petty Ann Doty 
Majorie Woodruff 
Rose Made King 
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Letter 
No. 

132 
133 
134 
135 
136 
137 
138 
139 
140 
141 
142 

143 
144 
145 
146 
147 
148 
149 
150 
151 
152 
153 
154 
155 
156 
157 
158 
159 
160 
161 
162 
163 
164 
165 
166 
167 
168 
169 
170 
171 
172 
173 
174 
175 
176 
177 
178 
179 
180 

181 

182 
183 
184 
185 
186 
187 

188 
189 

Agency and/or Individual 

J. Salty Honcharik 
Dora Newman-Samuels 
D. Scott Samuels 
Mr. and Mrs. Flynn C. Kelly 
Mr. and Mrs. Fred Salinger 
Mary Sojourner 
Mr. and Mrs. Eddie Bennett 
Richard Faith 
Dorothy Lees Riddle 
Phil Briggs 
Four Corners Wilderness Workshop (Donavon H. 

Lyngholrn) 
Petition (Glenn I. Biddle; 137 signatures) 
Mr. and Mrs. L. H. Chatham 
Sue Baughman 
Waiter's Camp, Inc. (Frank A. Doktcr) 
Neil J. Klemek 
Mrs. George Vlassis 
Mr. and Mrs. Clayton Dahhnan 
Marcia Colliat 
Rebecca P. Allison 
Bettina Bickel 
State Representative Robert J. "Bob"  McLendon 
Yuma County (Andrew O. Torres) 
Mr. and Mrs. Burton Nagel 
Palo Verde Irrigation District (Gerald M. Davisson) 
Palo Verde Valley Rod and Gun Club (Jack Page) 
Ufllian A. Santamaria 
Henry and Joy Schultz, Hope Weisbach 
Ann S. Johnson 
Mr. and Mrs. Fred Nelson 
J. Lorenzini 
Nancy Stevenson 
Victoria M. Sehiffer 
Larry Langstaff 
Bob Wirth 
Kevin J. Ferniund 
Joseph M. Califf, Jr. 
Lillian Longley 
Elizabeth Bruch 
Herb McReynolds 
Mr. and Mrs. Charles Buhler 
Arizona State Land Department (Robert K. Lane) 
Burnet F. Wohlford 
Holly Carman 
Mr. and Mrs. V. T. Robertson 
Annette Emig 
Mr. and Mrs. Earl Heineken 
CoCo Savage 
Havasu Heights Ranch and Development Corporation 

(Robert E. Klemm) 
Arizona Department of Transportation, Highways Division 

(philip A. Shucet) 
Rhoda V. Varn 
Sidney M. Hirsh 
John E. Earl 
Tris M. and Molly C. Coffin 
Gene I. Wendt 
International Boundary and Water Commission (D. D. 

McNealy) 
Parker Area Chamber of Commerce (Dorothy Randall) 
Robert A. Kerry 

Letter 
No. 

190 
191 
192 
193 
194 
195 

196 

197 
198 
199 
200 
201 
202 
203 
204 
205 
206 
207 
208 
209 
210 
211 
212 
213 
214 

215 
216 

217 
218 

219 

220 
221 
222 
223 
224 
225 
226 
227 
228 
229 

230 

231 
232 
233 
234 
235 
236 
237 
238 
239 
240 
241 
242 
243 

Agency and/or Individual 

Rick Sudemann 
Linda Schnabel Stitzer 
Defenders of Wildlife (Steve Johnson) 
Mr. and Mrs. Joe Key 
Wallace J. Gibbs 
Central Arizona Water Conservation District (John E. 

Simmons) 
National Parks and Conservation Association (Russell D. 

Butcher) 
U.S. Bureau of Mines (William Cochran) 
Nancy G. Shacklett 
Richard Pruett 
La Paz County Board of Supervisors (Donald D. Denton) 
Colorado River Board of California (Vernon E. Valantine) 
Gold Fields Mining Corporation (William C. Feirn) 
Buck Burdette 
Kathryn A. Michel 
La Paz County Board of Supervisors (A. J. Percuoco) 
Mr. and Mrs. Paul C. Bosch 
University of Arizona Range Task Force (Del W. Despain) 
Black Meadow Landing on Lake Havasu (George H. Field) 
Colorado River Development Association (Phil Younis) 
California Department of Conservation (Dennis J. O'Bryant) 
Sarah RPK. Hepburn et. al 
Yuma County Water Users' Association (Barrett Kehl) 
George F. Davis Cummings 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Kofa National Wildlife 

Refuge (Milton Haderlie) 
The Wildlife Society, Arizona Chapter (W. G.. Kepner) 
Arizona Desert Bighorn Sheep Society, Inc. (Stephen M. 

Williams) 
John R. Swanson 
Department of Energy, Western Area Power Administration 

(G. J. Giles) 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Imperial National Wildlife 

Refuge (Claire S. Caldes) 
San Diego Gas & Electric (J. C. Barnett) 
Kathryn A. Michel 
Dan Fischer 
Wildlife Management Institute (Daniel A. Poole) 
Colorado River Development Association (Phil Younis) 
Steve Nelson and John Pechous 
Jeff D. Dorroh 
Petition (Yuma Gem and Mineral Society; 46 signatures) 
Yuma Audubon Society (Cary W. Meister) 
WeUton-Mohawk Irrigation and Drainage District (C. L. 

Gould) 
City of Yuma, Special Services Department (Gwen 

Robinson) 
Mr. and Mrs. Frank Lynn and L. Steve Bell 
James L. Smith 
Dale Johnson 
Pete Peterson 
Douglas D. Hunt 
Gary P. Howard 
William Illingworth 
Opal IUingworth 
Cay Cousin 
L. C. Miller 
Clinton F. Huntoon 
Michael R. Thompson 
Marlene Wilson 
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Letter 
No. Agency and/or Individual 

244 Mr. and Mrs. John Whitson 
245 R.L.  Brauaman 
246 Paul E. Neff 
247 P .W.  Thompson 
248 Emile Claude 
249 K.O. Sherwood 
250 Deloris Harrington 
251 Gene Mrotek 
252 R.R. Palmer 
253 Fred Williams 
254 Louis C. McHenry 
255 Name illegible--from Chandler, Arizona 
256 Gene A. Vesely 
257 Randi Shumway 
258 T .H.  Schroeder 
259 James Heeringa 
260 Ralph F. Griff'm, Jr. 
261 C.R. Hafford 
262 Colorado River Indian Tribes (Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger, 

Counsel for CRIT; Alletta d 'A Beiln) 
263 La Paz County Board of Supervisors (Donald D. Denton) 
264 Daryl Romeyn 
265 Arizona Mining Association (R. J. Pursley) 
266 Arizona State Land Department (Robert K. Lane) 
267 Mr. and Mrs. Walter Pelech 
268 The Desert Tortoise Council (Daniel C. Pearson) 
269 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX (Charles 

W. Murray, Jr.) 
270 Jack Denton 
271 Riverside County Planning Department (Jerry Jolliffe) 
272 Mr. and Mrs. Vincent Roth 
273 Mr. and Mrs. Glenn Abbott 
274 John F. Mediz 
275 Robert D. Hamilton 
276 William L. Burney 
277 Mr. and Mrs. Willie Krueger 
278 Ernest Fetzer 
279 Orrell Mac Stedman 
280 John Blankenship 
281 Edward J. Collins 
282 James L. Collins 
283 R. Stoughton, Jr. 
284 D. Twitetell 
285 Eula Belle Bohme 
286 Kendrick Holiday 
287 Elizabeth F. Palmer 
288 M.G.  Bush 
289 Thomas J. Furqueran 
290 Ruth White 
291 Hondo Dunn 
292 Glenna C. Auld 
293 Dottle M. Williamson 
294 Harry Williamson 
295 James Q. Rice 
296 Steve Henderson 
297 Arley Escapule 
298 Wayne Winters 
299 Bailey Escapule 
300 Joyce T. Wright 
301 Vijaye S. Wilkes 
302 Arthur J. Graves 
303 David Johnson 

Letter 
No. 

3O4 
305 
306 
3O7 
308 
3O9 
310 
3H 
312 
313 
314 
315 
316 

317 
318 
319 
32O 

321 
322 
323 
324 
325 
326 
327 
328 
329 
330 
331 
332 
333 
334 
335 
336 
337 
338 
339 
340 
341 
342 
343 
344 
345 
346 
347 
348 

*349 
350 
351 
352 
353 
354 
355 
356 
357 
358 
359 
360 
261 
362 
363 

Agency and/or Individual 

Dolores K. Uker 
William E. Bohme 
Susan Thompson 
Charles Swab 
Richard Kendall 
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (James P. Knight) 
Valerie Peyson 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Gilbert D. Metz) 
Colorado River Development Association (Phil Yomfis) 
Robert R. Aker 
Charles J. Campbell 
Edward H. Murphy 
Army Corps of Engineers, Los Angeles District (Carl F. 

Enson) 
Southern California Edison Company (Dale L. Woodward) 
Mr. and Mrs. Jonathan Sams 
Geoffrey Platts 
Arizona R.V. & Campers Park Association (Barbara A. 

Duncan) 
Matt McWenie and Ken Bunch 
Randall Sowa 
Mrs. Sherry Gillingham 
P. A. Nisbet 
Joan Ridder 
Arizona Game & Fish Department (Bud Bristow) 
George E. Johnston 
David M. Band 
Mary C. Nemtin 
Jane C. Spencer 
Richard A. Coxhead 
Donald A. Braun 
Mr. and Mrs. Ross Wolff 
Cecily C. Grange 
Jule Drown 
Helene Unland-Ringel 
L. E. Spesard 
Linnea Holland 
William A. David 
James S. Greene 
Mark Sterkel 
Gene R. Ralph and Gary O. LaRose 
Arizona Wildlife Federation (Ace H. Peterson) 
J. M. Myers 
Mr. and Mrs. S. Alberto Castaneda 
William Beaver 
Clark S. Atkinson 
Edward P. Klohe 
B. Larsen 
David Mishki 
Heather S. Hatch 
The Resources Agency of California (Gordon F. Snow) 
David Adams 
Mohave County Board of Supervisors (Jerry A. Holt) 
Arizona State Parks (Michael A. Ramnes) 
Ruth G. M. Clay 
Diana Spencer 
Carroll R. Munz 
Ed Bramel 
Abigail Hagler 
Kenneth E. Root 
Patrieia Gahagan 
Robert Wharton, Jr. 

-144-, 



Letter Letter 
No. Agency and/or Individual No. Agency and/or Individual 

364 Alma Greene 367 Marcus Jernigan 
365 Jim Hutton 368 Vincent Semonsen 
366 Bureau of Reclamation, Lower Colorado Regional Office 369 Mr. and Mrs. Tucker Burling 

(Roy D. Gear) 370 Karen S. Moses 

*Letters numbered 349-370 were received too late to be responded to in the final RMP-EIS, but they will be considered in our decision-making process. 

Source: BLM, Yuma District Office, 1985. 

TABLE 6-3: SPEAKERS AT PUBLIC HEARINGS 
Bureau of Land Management, Yuma District 

Speaker No.  Name 

Lake I-lavasu City, Arizona - February 26, 1985 

A 1 Town of Parker (Bruce Jacobson) 
A 2 Town of Parker (Gerald Hunt) 
A 3 SCORE International (Sal Fish) 
A 4 Bill Charuley 
A 5 Herb Garlitz 
A 6 Gordon Gilbertson 
A 7 Dorothy Moerike 
A 8 August Moefike 
A 9 Parker Area Chamber of Commerce (Dottie Randall) 
AI0 George F. Davis Cummings 

Blythe, California - February 27, 1985 

B 1 Dave Robb 
B 2 Joe Gabler 
B 3 Colorado River Indian Tribe (Charles Lamb) 
B 4 Earl Wickersham 
B 5 Made Wickersham 
B 6 Bill Chrestman 
B 7 Clarence Gracely 
B 8 Margaret Gracely 
B 9 Don McKay 
B10 E.W.  Beck 
B11 Helen Beck 
B 12 Hazel Vincent 
B13 Don Todd 
B14 Martin Jorde 
B15 Bob Todd 
B16 Nathan Johnson 
B17 Marilyn McFate 
B18 John McFate 
B19 Bertha Boucher 
B20 Geneva Allread 
B21 Leslie McWethy 
B22 Walt Ketchum 
B23 O.J .  Wikstrom 
B24 W.E.  Boston 
B25 David Trenholm 
B26 Jack Brock 

Speaker No.  

B27 
B28 
B29 
B30 
B31 
B32 
B33 
B34 
B35 

C 1  
C 2  
C 3  
C 4  
C 5  
C 6  
C 7  
C 8  
C 9  
C10 
Cl l  
C12 
C13 

C14 
C15 
C16 

D 1  
D 2  
D 3  
D 4  

D 5  
D 6  

Name 

Lily Heatly 
Charles Heatly 
Frank Dokter 
Betty Conzelmann 
Chet Hunt 
Samual Heflin 
C. Dean Houghtelin 
Doris Parker 
Allen C. Bridge 

Yuma, Arizona - February 28, 1985 

P. A. Birdick 
Ken Omey 
Maynard Campbell 
Les Bunde 
Walter Wooley 
Paul Kubinski 
Dean Haughtelin 
U.S. Marine Corps (Bradley Baird) 
Leslie Kumler 
Owen Londberg 
Mountain Bell (Don Smith) 
Mountain Bell (Bob Followwill) 
Arizona Small Mining Operators' Association (Janel 

Smith) 
Yuma Audubon Society (Kathryn Michel) 
Michael McBride 
International Boundary and Water Commission (Bob 

Bond) 

Phoenix, Arizona - March 5, 1985 

Drew Crook 
Arizona Wlidemess Coalition (Joni Bosh) 
Arizona Mining Association (Jack Pursley) 
Arizona Commission of Agriculture and Horticulture 

(R. A. Countryman) 
Caroline Butler 
Tom Wright 

Source: BLM, Yuma District Office, 1985. 
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6 - PUBLIC C O M M E N T S  AND RESPONSES 
Letters 

1 

, I  
21 

Santa Fe Pacific Railroad Company 

January 24, 1985 

Mr, d.  Darwin Snell 
District Manager 
U. S. Bureau of Land Management 
P. O. Box 5680 
fume, Arizona 85364-0697 

Deer Mr. Snell: 

Santa Fe Pacific Railroad Company wishes to respond to the Draft Yuma 
Olstr lcl  Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement, 

Santa Fe Pacific Railroad Company is theowner of about 215.000 acres of 
reserved mineral estates and 5,760 acres of fee lands within the fume Distr ict .  
This substantial land holding position and i ts  potential impacts on the BLM's 
plans for resourcemanage~nt have not been fully addressed in the Draft Plan. 
For instance, a l l  discussions of the land and minerals ownership adjustment 
program do not discuss whether Santa fe Pacific lands are being considered for 
acquisition in Gibraltar Mountain, the B l l l  Williams Mountains, or Swansea, 
e.g.. p.lO. Nor do any dfscussions of impacts on mineral and energy resources 
discuss the effects the Draft Plan would have on Santa Fe Pacific's lands. 

Santa Fe Pacific has earl ier pointed out to the Yuma Distr ict that a l l  
tim planning and BID documents must recognize Santa Fe Pactfic's fee mineral 
ownership, i t s  r ights to access thereto, and i ts  rights to explore for and 
develop Its mineral and land resources, Santa Fe Maciffc's fee mlnerai ownership 
Includes the r ight to use so much of the surface as is reasonably necessary to 
develop the minerals and realize economic value of the mineral estate• The BLM 
• ust acknowledge that the In ter ior  Board of Land Appeals has ruled (IBLA 81-11. 
and IBLA 81-10/2, decided May 6, 1982) that where the mineral estate is owned 
In fee simple by a private party such as Santa Fe Pacific, the mineral estate 
'is a "vested right" as distfnguished In Public Land Law terminology fro~a 
"valid existing right." Vested rights are therefore superior to valid exlsblng 
rights and are unalterable fro~exerclse of Secretarial discretion or regulatlon. 
Thus. any BLH proposals for the areas mentioned above and other lands in which 
Santa Pe Pacific owns any interest must first address the prlvate ownership. 

Mr. d. Darwin Snell 
January 24, 1985 
Page -2- 

Santa fe Pacific supports the BLM in i t s  efforts to manage the 
public lands. However, any resource management plans which w i l l  result 
in restrictive surface management practices such as the creation of Areas 
of Crit ical Environmental Concern, Outstanding Natural Areas or other 
designations, must recognize Santa Pe Pacific's fee mineral ownership and 
cannot Impede or impair our rights to access, entry to, and develop~nt 
of these lands. 

With the reservations noted above, Santa Fe Pacific supports the 
Preferred Alternative. Thank you for this opportunity to ten,sent. 

Very truly y urs, 

Director, Publ~cJAfPairs 

GGD:gem 

co: ~. ~. Wiili=s 
• . Wagner 

2 

I =I 
ARIZONA 
STATE 
PARKS 
16M WEST ADAMS STREET 
PHOENIX. AmZO~ a=C¢7 
ItLE~ONe ~ 2 . H ~ 4 1 7 4  

SAUCE eAnm~r 

STATE PARKS 
eokno MeMsens 

pmsot~ eOmNSO~ ¢.=. 

OWEN ROmNSON 

Reese o WOODUNG 
fieRtT~.. 

eUZ*BE~H k. D~AKe 

OUANE MILLER 

RAY MOLERA 

reSEnT K LANe 

14JCHAEL A. RAMNES 

RO~ND H SHARER 

January 30, 1985 

Planning Team Leader 
UmS, Department of Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 
Yuma Distr ict Office 
P. 0. Box 5680 
fume, Arizona 85364-0697 

Re: Draft EIS and Yuma Distr ict  
Resource Management Plan 
1601 (YDO) 
DOI-BLM 

I have reviewed the draft report submitted for the above pro- 
ject. The report appears to consider adequately the cul tural  
resources of the project area at this stage of investigation. 
Pursuant to 36 CFR, Part 80O of the Advisory Council's requ- 
lotions ("Protection of Historic and Cultural Properties"), 
we look forward be continuing the consultation process re- 
garding the cultural resources of this project. 

We appreciate your cooperation with this office in complying 
with the historic preservation requiremenss for federal under- 
takings. I f  you have any questions about any of th is,  please 
contact me at (602) 255-4174. 

Sincerely, 

Teresa L, Hoffman 
Archaeologist 

for Donna d. Schober 
State Historic Preservation Officer 

TLH:~j 

3 
UNITED FOUR WHEEL 
DRIVE ASSOCIATIONS 

of U,S. and CANADA 
~llmllllIllSq00 )I. Camino de Anza Tucson, AZ aS704 

I(r. Dennis Turowski, Planning Team Leader 
9ureau of Land )~anagement Yuma District - t'SDI 
P.o, ~ox 56Do 
fume, AZ 8536h-n697 

Feb. 12, 1985 

Dear ?:r, Turowski: 

Thank you for the opportunity to co~ent on your "Yuma Pis~rlct Draft 
R~fP & EIS". I found your preferred alternative to be nest acceptable and co,mend 
you for a job well done. Throushout your entire analysis of alternatlven and 
resource management decisions you displayed a great deal of professional exper- 
tise as nell as sound logic. 

The only item I found lacking in Four eels uas adequate mention that 
"wi lde rness"  va lues  can be pro tec ted  and managed even under m u l t l p l e - u s e  ~ n a g e -  
mane. T know that existing regulations & your professional abliitiea w i l l  insure 
that any unique values areas have that were not selected for "wilderness" will 
be cared for .  11owever, t~e lay  pub l i c  i s  l e f t  with a percept ion  at  l e a s t  tha t  
m u l t l p l e - u s e  w i l l  degrade the "wi lde rness"  va lues  unless  a b s o l u t e l y  pro tec ted  
under the title of "wilderness". I wish you would more clearly spell out our 
range of jurisdiction to the public to alievlate any fears they =ey have ~nd the 
posslbtllty of future reaction to your management decisions. 

7 hope my comments are cons t ruc t ive  in  he lp ing  you in the future .  I f  
there  i s  an ues ion can answer for  o r  be touch I~ith ~e~ t I you, any assistance please get in 

SincereLy, 

~ "" 
Director, Land-Use 
UF~A 

co: AZ Asset 4~n CSubs 
Dean Bibles, St. Dir, ~LH 

R ESPECT..PROTECL..ANO ENIOY: LANO, WATER, MOUNTAINS s AND SUN RESOURCES 
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4 
Evermore & associates, inc., 1749 n. gsreyave. * p.o. box 2449 • pomona, ca. 91766 * (714)629,4001 

I =  
(800) 472.1784 

february 5, 1985 

J. Darwin Snell 
Bureau of Land Management 
P. O. BOX 5680 
Yuma, Arizona 85364-06g7 

Dear Mr. Snell: 

Thank you for sending me the draft copy of the Yuma District Resource 
Management Plan and EI5. I would prefer the Bureau adopt A~ternative 
B which is Resource Production. I see a great need for expansion for 
u t i l i t i es  and their corridors and cDmmun~cation sites alongwith a 
severe need for recreation areas. Leases to the private sector for 
recreational development along the Colorado River should receive a high 
priority. There are several areas which could be opened up for more 
intensive recreational use. Those being land along the Colorado River 
north of Interstate 40 and the Lake Havasu area and areas south of Vidal 
Junction, 

There is also a strong need to provide large areas for off-highway vehicle 
(OHV} recreation. The OHV recreation p]an as described in Alternative 
B is s t i l l  a l i t t l e  short on acreage. 

I am concerned with the r iparian areas shown on page 13. ~umbers 5 & 7 
account for  more than 7 square miles of land which might be better used 
for recreation and camping rather than a wildl i fe priority area. 

Anything that can be done with the plan to further active use of our 
resources I support. Thank you in advance for your cooperation and 
assistance. 

Sincerely, 
LIVERMORE & ASSOCIATES, 18C. 

vemore  

JLIcl 

agents and brokers • Iounded 1949 • insurance and bonds 

5 

Planning Division 
3 West Third Street 
Territorial Mall 
Yuma, AZ 85364-2292 
(602) 783-[Z7], ~xt. 265 

February 15, 1985 

J. Darwin Snell 
Bureau of Land Management 
Yuma D|sbrkct Office 
P. O. Box 5680 
Yuma, Arizona 85364-0597 

gear Mr, 5nelh 

The City of Yuma has reviewed the draf t  Resource Management Plan and 
Env~ronmentat Impact 5tatement and would l ike to comment on Socia] 
Characteristics, Reputation Trends on page 74, According to the 
Bureau of Census, the population for the City of fuma in lgTo was 
29,007 and in 1980 was 43,057, The popuiatDe, numbers that are in 
the chart for the City of Yuma include the entire Yuma Division which 
reflects a substantial amount of people not located within the city 
limits. 

In reference to your footnobes, Report [2 by the Arizona Department of 
Economic Security (DE5) is an obsolete report and Report 5~ P-i is with 
the California Population Research Unit (not the Department of Economic 
Security). 

Attached are the most recent population projections from DES. There ~s 
a slight discrepancy in projected populatlon for the year 2005 for both 
the City and the County of Yuma. The population statistics were our 
main concern. The physical geography of the areas in the draft report 
are a considerable distance from Yuma and hence the impacts would be 
minimal. 

Thank you for your consideration in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Kathy F. Lofink, 
Planner II 

KFL:shs 

Enclosure (1) 

/ / ip/ , 

Herb Gsorlit= 
I~13 Pearl Circle RE i 
Bullhead City, AZ 86430 

Mr, James May, Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Sweetw~ter A Oro Grande 
Lake Navasu City, AZ 86~03 

D e a r  Mr. May, 

Feb. 21, 1 9 ' ~  

Enclosed find a resume of what I would like to present 

at the he~ing on Feb~y 26. 

l took my un~r~aduate deles in forestry ~d r~ge m~- 

agement prior to World N~ II. After returning ~om Ge~a~ 

in 1945 1 did ~aduate stu~ in r ~  ecolo~ at Colorado 

State University (then Colorado A & M). A~e~de l world 

six years ~ a R~ge Conse~atlonist with the U.S, Sell Con- 

se~atlon So.ice in f~ West Texas desert country., much llke 

Neste~ Arizona. 

I pl~ to come to the hearing with some friends who ~e 

also members of the Arizona ~sert Bl~orn Sheep SoCie~. I 

belong to the Arizona Wildlife Federation ~d have been a re~- 

lar contributor to the Arizo~ Wildlife Ne~. We are cominG 

individuals ~d not as representatives of any organization. 

Encl. 

UTILIZATION OF FORAGE ON THE 
LOWER RAINFALL DESERT RANGEIANI~ 

Grazing of domestic livestock on desert ranges of Western 

Arizona, where the average annual rainfall is less than 7 inches, 

has historically been economically marginal at best. but often 

economically subm~ginal over the long haul, 

Since our society does not need more beef production than the 

established livestock industry can supply by reg~zlsJ~ methods that 

are more economically sound, 

8/1d since the Infl~ of people into Western Arizona is increasing 

the recreational and esthetic values Of our desert rangelands, 

and since there is no reasonable opportunity for private graziers 

to profit sufflclently in order to ma~e substantial contributions 

to public tax rolls, 

and since we believe that ~Tazing fees paid will be of substantially 

less value to the public than will be the public lose in esthetic 

and recreational values, 

and since the presence of cattle on desert ranges detracts from the 

enjoyment of photo@~aphy, hikinG, hunting, backpacking, rock hunting, 

bird Watching, and camping, 

and since Brahman cross cattle m8~ pose a threat to people who 8/~ 

using the desert for 7eoreatlonal pursuits, 

a~d since there is some evidence that cattle brought in, espsolmily 

from Mexico. have introduced pathogens that are detrimental to the 

native blghorn sheep, 

and slnee past experience shoWS that steers brought in to utilize 

the  annual weeds and grasses that spring up following wet seasons 

have been left on the rs~ge until they over~se ~/Id damK~ the peren- 

nlal forage plants that the native mule deer and blghorn sheep de- 

pend upon, 

8J~d since desert forage pl~t~ts have not evolved groOM chaz~acter- 

istios that csn withstand the robust fora~ing habits of large 

animals, 

-147- 



6 -  P U B L I C  C O M M E N T S  A N D  R E S P O N S E S  

Page  2 - UTILIZATION OF FORAGE . . . .  

and since such plsnt characteristics have evolved tO withstand the  

mope dainty foraging of native sheep and d e e r  that graze lightly 

over g r e a t  dlsta~ces, compared gO catti~ which graze heavily over 

s~o~t distances, 

we believe that the eeolo~ of the lower rainfall desert areas can- 

not successfully withstand the grazing of large domestic or feral 

animals and that commercial livestock graxing should not be one of 

the legitimate multiple USeS of suoh l~d.- 

We support moderate and well managed ~ra~In~ of domestic cattle 

on BEE lands that lie in areas that receive more than 7 inches of 

average annual rainfall. 

Feral burros have teeth in both the upper and lower jaw. These 

animals graze and forage by breaking and tearing and often destroy 

more forage than they consume. They have caused an ecological dis- 

aster on some of the Western Arizona desert sheep r a n g e s ,  We urge 

the BEE to work through Congress toward the complete elimlnstlon of 

these barnyard animals gone wild from all desert sheep ranges, 

Herb aarlitz 

7 
h~ " ' " "  : RIfT NAII~ AMERICAN HERITAGE CO~I~SION 

915 Cop.ol ,~oIE R~m 2B8 a l  ", " 

YU~ ,;HA 

February 19. Ig85 

P%anning Team Leader 
8.S. Department of the Inter ior 
Bureau of Land Management 
Yuma Distr lct  Office 
POSE Office Box 5680 
Yuma. Arizona 85364-0697 

RE: Yuma Distr ict Resource Management Plan £1S 

Dear Planning Team Leader: 

On behalf of the California Native American Heritage Commission, I 
appreciate the opportunity to express i ts concerns and comments in the 
environmental review process. As you may be aware, fhe Commission is 
mandated to preserve and protect Native American cultural resources 
pursuant to Section 5097 ef seq. of the Public Resources Code. 

The Commission has tNe further responsibility of assisting Native 
Americans in century and burial protection pursuant to Section 5097.94(k) 
of the Public Resources Code. Should human remains of Native American 
origin De encountered, we request Chat tke County Coroner's Office he 
contacted pursuant to the procedures set forth in Section 5070.5 of the 
gealt~ and Safety Code. 

Having reviewed the £IS for this management plan, I appreciate your 
sol ici tat ion of co~ments from the Native Americans in or adjacent to the 
project area, and feel confident that their comments and concerns wi l l  be 
duly considered in preparation of the f inal gIS. 

Should Native American cultural resource issues arise, please do not hesi- 
tate to contact me or ,IV staff. 

Thank you again for sol ic i t ing our input. 

Sincerely. 

~ooretta £, Alien 
Executive Officer 

LE:JS:gg 

8 
@ 

L7619 (WR-RPE) 

U n i t e d  S t a r e s  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  t h e  I n t e r i o r  

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

WESTERN REGION 
45o GO[,~N fATE AVE~tIE. Bl3X 16D63 

SAN F~ANCISCO C.~LIFORNI ~ ~4U~2 

February ll, 1985 

Hemorand~ 

To: D i s t r i u t M a n a g e r .  Bureau of  Laud Hanagement, ¥ ~ a  

From: Regional  Director, Western Region 

Subject: Draft Resource Manag~ent Plan a~d gnvlror~ental Impact Statement, 
Y~ District Planning Area. Arizo~ (DES 85/i) 

In aecordance wlth your recent letter of transmittal, we have r~lewed the 
sub jec t  p l an  and have the fo l low/ng  c e m e n t s ,  

Cultural Resources 

1. Pa~e 53 

(a) I t  is  stated that there are 876 recorded cu l tu ra l  si tes, yet 
page 55 indicates 1,200 sites are recorded in the Yt~ BLH 
Dis t r i c t .  Which is co r r ec t  and haw many of the recorded sites 

I are historic resources? Why are sites ~ecorded that are not on 
BLM land? Are any of the non-BLH sites on the YtL~aProvlng 
Ground? 

I (b) The f o l l o w i n g  statement requires clarification: "~ear ly  a l l  
cultural r~ains in the Y ~ a  District are open terrace sites, 
including a l l  cu l tura l  period ar t i fac ts  and features mingled 
together on the surface," Does the latter clause refer to 
deflated cul~ufal deposits or, if not, to what does it refer? 

I (e) The inference is that all kno~ sites are surface only. 
Recent work~rith desert sites a t  Fort l~In, Callfo~ia, and 
Rye Patch Reservoir, Nevada, suggest ~hat s t r a t i f i e d  s i t e s  
do occur in a d e s e r t  context. Are there  no k n o ~ m l d d a n  s i t e s  
at all? (For example, p~ges iOl, 107, 114, and 129 all mention 
"village sites" as opposed to t~porary  c~pa. The fo~ar  
site type frequently has midden or s t ra t i f i ed  deposits.) 

2. Page 54 

| What do sites In the "low sensitivity" area consist of and how are sites 
! in this type of area dealt with? 

3, PaRe 65 

Ca) I t  is noted chat only 33 sites (out of 1,200} are on or el ig ible 
for  nomination to the National Register of Historic Places. It 

that of the recorded sloes have no p o t e u t i n l  i s  inconce ivab le  g7g 
a t  a l l  to t e l l  us someghtng about the p r e h l s t o r y o f  the a rea  i n  
terms of the evaluatlo~ c r i t e r i a  noted in AppemiLxJ, page 267. 

| (b) Are any of the 1,2OO recorded sites on the Y~a Proving Ground? 

4. Appendix Jr page 267 - Methodology for EvaluatlagCultural Resources. 

,7 I (a~ Does ~-Y~ h .... C~ltnral R . . . . . . . .  Nanago=nt plan? ~E s o ,  
/ I i t  should be cited, 

| (b) Appendix d i s  weak i n  i t s  t reatment  of h i s t o r i c  s i t a r  and 
! histor ic  archeology and should be expanded upon, 

1 (c) The methodology and procedural requirements for deallng with 
cultural resources includes more than "evaluation." 

I (d) Page 267, Soclo-cultural Use: This should note actual N a t i ~  
0 American consultation regardlngARPA pe~It actions, as well as 

sacred and religious slte consultations. 

B (e) Page 267, Hanag~ent Use: How does the BL~seleet a particular 
1 s l t e  for  experiments  in  s t a b i l i z a t i o n ,  e t c . ,  and what l e g a l  

procedures must be fol lowed p r i o r  to a slce's being used f o r  
experimental or t e s t  purposes? 

uc. 

WASO (762) 

I I 
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UNITED $TATF-.~MARINE CORPS 
u s  M~.,secoa~s~,.sr~v,o. 

• ~....,~.*..*.~-50oI ...e.~..e.=..o 

llO00 

DistrlctRsnager 
Bureau o f  Land Management 
Y u ~  District O f f i c e  
P.O. B ~  5680 
Y ~ ,  AZ 85364-0697 

Cen~temeu: 

I am in receipt of a d r a f t  copy of the Resource ~nagement Plan (PJ~P) and 
gnviro~encal Impact Stat~ent (EISJ for the Yu~Distrlct PlannlngArea. 
From a review of this dormant, it was noticed th~t~erflights by military 
a i r c r a f t  h a s  no t  been a d d r e s s e d .  I t  shou ld  be noted  t h a t  a t  l e a s t  16 low l e v e l  
tra~ingroutes t r a v e r s e  ~he Y~Di~trlct P l a ~ i ~ g  Ar~hatween Yu~and 
Bul lhead  City. 

This C o ~ f l d  is also in receipt of copies of the Lower Gila South R~F/EIS and 
the Phoen~ Wilderness glSArea Drafts. Both of the doc~ents all~"the use 
of alrcraf~ where t h e i r  use has  be~ established.,.etc." and contains a statement 
to  the  effect which r e ad s :  

M~ita~ TrshaingOverfllght. The U.S.  AI r  Force.  Marine Corps,  and 
various milita~ units conduct occasional hlgh-speed and low-level 
training flights over ~ e  WSAs in the EIS area. Hilita~ aircraft 
fly as l~as lO0 fee~inthese areas. Flight a b l e  a particular WSA 
can vary greatly because military training rou~es and mission re- 
q u i r ~ e n t s  ~ange f r e q u e n t S .  Noise complaints and avoidance of 
g e n e r a l  aviaticn use a r e a s  h a s  r e l e g a t e d  l o ~ l e v e l  and h i g h - s p e e d  
trsi~ing flights ~o ~he remote and sparsely i~habited a r e a s  where the 
WS~a a r e  located. 

It is requested that a ~i~lar states,ant be added t o  the Yu~DistrlctF~£P/g~S 
fo r  the continued, uninter~pted, essentlalm~lltary l o w - l e v e l  o v e r f l i g h t s  of 
this area. Your asslstgnce and cooperation in this matter is appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

Lieutenant Colonel, u . s .  Marine Corps 
Executlve Officer 
6y dlzectlon of the 
C o ~ n d ~ g  O f f i c e r  

A R I Z O N A  S T A T E  

U N I V E R S I T Y  __ r~MPE ARIZONA~5257 

F e b r ~ r y  if, 1985 

BF•U. J. V. Snell 
ureau of Land Ksnngement 
Y~ district Office 
? . o .  Box 5680 
Yuma I A r i zona  85364-0697 

Dear Mr. S n e l l :  

Enclosed a re  my c ~ e n t s  on the  d r a f t  of the  Yuma D i s t r i c t  Resource 
Management Plan. Tesnk you for the opport~Ity to comment on the draft 
RMP and I s t r o n g l y  suppor t  much of the P l a n .  but f e e l  t h a t  a r e a s  of 
w i l d e r n e s s  ~ r e  ~ i t t e d  t h a t  should have been i n c l u d e d .  More emphasis 
should also be placed on obtainlng as much riparian habitat along t he  
Colorado Rive r  as  p o s s i b l e .  

My two blgges~ concerns  w l t h  the  P lan  a r e :  ( l J  l ack  of any  i n - d e p t h  
p l a n t  ¢ ~ m ~ l ~ y  and w f l d l i f e  i n v e n t o r i e s  to d e p i c t  what  i s  i~ the  
District, how ~ny and where; and C2) the lack of any Rangers ~n the 
D i s t r i c t  to  enforce  r e g u l a t i o n s ,  A d d i t i o n  of Rangers must be 
acc~plished Immediately i f  the RHP and the  established r e g u l a t i o n s  are 
t o  have any t r ~  meaning. 

If you need exte~al support to obtain Rangers and I can help. please 
let me koch. 

Best ~shes. 

Rabert D. 0hmart ,  Ph.D. 
Associate Director 

2 

Preface to the C~me.ts of Robert D. Ohmart on:  

The Bureau of Land Maaagement's Yuma District Resource Management Plan 

I I  Feb~ry 1995 

Prior ~o the develo~ent end ~ecutlon of any good land mansg~ent 

or envlro~ental impact doc~ent, two It.s are essential for its 

success: (I) an in-depth inventory of the natural resources to be 

managed,  and (2)  enforcement  c a p a b i l i t i e s  to  i n su re  t h a t  ~ l e s  and 

regulations are enforced. Roth of these esseatlal it.s are lacking for 

the Y~a District Resource Management Plan of the Bureau of Land 

Management. 

In-depth resource Infomstlon is needed so t h a t  mansg~ent priority 

can be focused on ~lque or limited n a t u r a l  resources to insure t h a t  

they are cosseted on public lands for future generations to use and 

enjoy. Federal and state-llsted species may be present in an area yet 

u n k n o ~  to l and  ~ n n g e r s .  Without knowledge of the  whereabouts  of  these  

blologlcal resources and l i s t e d  plants or animals, the habitat values 

essential to their su~ival can posslbly be lost through other 

multiple-use activities (grazing, ORV's, campers, ~odostters, etc.). 

Strict enforc~ent follows the natural resource inventory process, 

planning and development of management strategies and fo~stlon of 

regulations. Without regulations and euforeemen~ authorities, the 

best-developed ~nagement plass are sure to fall or fall mlserably short 

of t h e i r  in t ended  goals. 

For these  r ea sons .  I view the BL~ Y~a District RMP as a virt~l 

failure ~less soma enforcement can be added i n  the very near future. 

There are ~questionably some very high natural resource values 

iocallzed ~ e r  the D i s t r i c t  that a r e  ~Rao~, possibly never be kno~. 

and~ill r~ala so or even be lost prior to In-depth resource 

inventories. It is probably the greatest tragedy of mankind that 

cmntln~lly place mineral and financial wealth over our o~ ecological 

health and natural resource .slues. 
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CObO~NTS ON THE DRAFT YWHA DISTRICT P~P 

Submitted by Robert D. Ohmart 

II Febr~ry 1985 

6 

7 

Riparian Areas 

r Page 13.* The 1,50D acres of land along the Gila River resulting 

fr~ Wellton-~ohawk-gg exchange. 

Your R~p s t a t e s  tha t  you w i l l  admin i s te r  these lands  and manage them 

as p r i o r i t y  wildlife a r e a s .  Is  t h i s  in  name only? l would l i ke  to see 

i t  spe l led  out more spec i f i ca l l y  how BLM plans to ~nage  these lands,  

Also, ~d l l  BLM have management responsbilfty over the river channel and 

adjacent lands? 

I t  I s  g rea t  to  see BLM acknowledge these va luab le  w i l d l i f e  areas and 

give them pr~orlty statue, but ~aetly what does this mean in mansg~ent 

or is i t  only on paper? 

The 3,880 acres identified by your RHP along the Colorado Rlver 

shouth south of Y ~ a  are ~der pending legislation for  transfer to the 

Cocopah t r i b e  ( see  a r t i c l e  by Joyce C h r i s t i e  in The Yuma Oal l~ Sun). 

This transfer is almost sure to be made, but no mention is made of this 

in your RMP. Your declaratlon ~der the proposed alternative Indlcatea 

these impor tant  w i l d l i f e  hab i t a t s  w i l l  r ~a i n  In  f ede ra l  lands, which 

makes me ques t ion  the value and s i n c e r i t y  of long-range planning, 

Bighorn Sheep Use Areas 

Pages 13 a~ l  l d :  The approach of managing 296,960 acres  of bighorn 

sheep year-long habitats as priority ~Idllfe areas is excellent as is 

the i n c l us i on  of the corridor and closing the lambing grounds on a 

sen8o~l b a s i s .  

Unique Natural Areas and Features 

Page 14: Under Alternative A (present all.glen ~ d e r  the 

Management Fr~ework) you 21st slx areas (see p. 15) that ~re listed as 

being worthy of some speclal management status, Yet these ~re not 

curried through ~ d e r  the present RHP. I hope 3LM i s  not abandoning the 

spec ia l  management area concept or demonstrat ing a re luc tance to p ro tec t  

unique va lues on publ ic  lands i n  A r i zona .  The phrase " spec ia l  

management prescriptions" sounds more llke lip semite and less llke 

good sound ~nagement .  

Crazing: Authorized Use 

Page 16: Ilomestfc l i v e s t o c k  g raz ing  should be t o t a l l y  e l imina ted  

f r ~  the Cactus Plain because of the ~ique natural values ,  land 

s e n s i t i v i t y ,  and w i l d l i f e  va lues .  Fur ther ,  there  should not be any new 

development allowed ~cept fenc ing  to prevent range c a t t l e  from the 

adjacent  allotment from entering. Your o~ RRF supports the above 

management action and h i g h l i g h t s  the ~lqueness of the a rea .  

Land Acquisition 

Page 17: Host of the a reas  i d e n t i f i e d  are uplands away from the 

Colorado River. I suggest more effort be put into recapturing and 

ob ta in ing  o ther  lands tha t  a re  in the a l l u v i a l  f l o o d p l a i n  a long the 

Colorado River .  This ~u l d  insure p r o t e c t i o n  of these ~mportant 

r i p a r i a n  lands for  w t l d l l f e  and i f  they are in Door condition, they can 

always be lmp r~ed .  Acqu i s i t i on  and p ro tec t i on  of r i pa r i an  hab i t a t s  

should be featured by eLM* 

Agricultural Pewits and Leases 

Page 17: Acreages ~der special agricultural loses without attached 

water rights should be canceled once the Central Arizona Project comes 

on llne. Also, these areas should be revegetated with the most valuable 

wildlife hahltats (cotton~ods and will~s) if salinity levels are low 

enough to support maxim~ growth. 

Recreation 

Page 18: There should not be any further developments for 

r e c r e a t i o n  in  f l o o d p l a i n  a reas ,  e s p e c l a l l y  p r i o r i t y  r i p a r i a n  a reas ,  

Fur ther  a c c e s s  i n t o  r i p a r i a n  a reas  should be stopped and no new c ~ p i n g  

a reas  for  v i s i t o r s  developed. 

Length-of-Stay 

~ Page 20: These regulations must be enforced by glJ~ Rangers. UnleBs 

I t h i s  i s  done the regu la r /one are meaningless* 

tinter Vlsltors 

Page 20: ~L~ should not develop any more LTVA's, They should a l so  

enforce  the boundaries on those in  opera t ion  and enforce the 

l eng th -o f - s t ay  r e g u l a t i o n s .  You would flnd that enforcement would 

provide more a v a i l a b l e  spaces without fu=ther  development. 

ORP 

Page 20: Ras t rdc t i on  of ORV use to ex is tdng  roads and trails i s  

good s hut  southern Ca l i f o rn i a  i s  a c l ass i c  example of how the deser t  and 

i t s  value can be destroyed without enforcement. How are these 

regulations to be enforced without Rangers on the District? 

0 ~ Also, what is the District's definition of roads and trails -- does 

i 
t h l s  inc lude  washes? This should be spe l l ed  out in  the final, and 

washes should be excluded because o£ the d~age  to  wash vege ta t i on  and 

harrassment  to w i l d l i f e ,  e s p e c i a l l y  d e s e r t  =ule  deer* 

,11 
Wood Collection 

Page 21: Again, the idea Is good but the enRarc~ent Is not there. 

Co l l ec t i on  of  wood f o r  c~p f i r es  or  any o ther  uses should be denied and 

enforced in  r i pa r i an  hahdta ts*  

Wi lderness 

Pages 21-23:  The absence of some ~ i que  and val~hle wi lderness  

areas leaves me ~nde r i ng  what i s  going on i n  the D i s t r i c t .  For 

example, a l l  o f  Cactus P la i n ,  East Cactus P la in  I South 1~lgo, the T r i t e  

Mountains, and Mugglns ~ u n t a f n s  a l l  q u a l i f y  for  wl lderneas  i n c l u s i o n  

(see WSA desc r i p t i ons ) .  Yet ,  the are ant inc luded in t h i s  sec t ion  and 

should be in  the d ina l .  
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Box 6235 
S a l t  l a k e  C i t y ,  U tah  8~106 

February SS, 1985 

Planning Team Leader 
Yuma District R.M.P. 
Bureau of Land Management 
Y~tma, Ariz. 

Dear Sirs: 

I am disturbed by the lack of genuine "resource protection" 
in your draft Y~ma District R.M.R. 

By your own admission, your district has no major mining 
production, no oil N gas and minor livestock grazing. Yet 
your district does have major recreational use, in fact, perhaps 
one of the most recreationallyu'-~6~'d~----M'~s~-~cts in the entire 
West. 

One of the stated goals of your R.M.P, is to "provide for the 
enhancement of the visitors' recreation experience" (P.7). In 
view of the major recreational use of your district, I would 
submit that this above goal should be the dominate goal in your 
district. My criticism is that you do not appear to appreciate 
the role that wilderness areas and special management areas for 
natural features and caltural resources would play in "the 
enhancement o f  the v i s i t o r s '  r e c r e a t i o n  experience." I f e e l  
this holds true even for your rlver-relatnd users, DRYers and 
long-term campers. 

Is not a natural, rugged and "frontier atmosphere" entirely 
in keeping with the expectations of your district's visitors? 
YOU surely agree that additional roadlng sears~ more power lines 
and herds of cattle would detract from the natural values of your 
district? 

I feel that even boaters, water skiers, fishermen, DRYers 
and the seasonal long-term campers all aooreciate the "natural 
atmosphere" of your district as much as bikers, backpacker- 
campers, wilderness seekers, naturalists and sclentlsts do. Thus, 
I am truly disturbed by your apparent disregard of wilderness 
and natural areas. Truly disturbed. 

WILDERNESS: Your Preferred Alternative recommends only 54~000 
acres for wilderness. This is only 25% of your identified 
WSA-acreage__which is a mere 4% of the BLM land in your fine 
district. Even your "Balanced Production" and "Balanced 
Protection', alternatives indicate more wilderness~ Is this 
a preferred bias for Production (?!) in your recreation- 
oriented district??? 

What's wrong with a lot of wilderness areas in your fine 
district? Let's keep it as natural as possible for your 
major users, t he  recreational visitors. 
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Even all WSA's for wilderness amount to only 220 DO0 
acres, or only 17% of the ~M lands in the district. If 
you are concerned about legitimate "manageability" of 
wilderness, your "Balanced Protection" alternative still 
acknowledges that 144,000 acres could be wilderness, which-- 
again--is but 11% of the ~LM land in your district. 

Your "preferred" recommendations for wilderness in your 
beautifully wild & natural district are grossly lacking in 
long-term outlook for all you r  greatly t o -be -~c reased  
visitors and recreatlonalists. Instead~ consider maximizing 
wilderness in your district. After all, "mszcimllm" involves 
only 17% of yo~r area as possible permanently-protected 
wild & natural areas. 

NATURAL AREAS: Again your Preferred Alternative recommends 
only two only twerp?) areas for "Special Management." 
Your so-called district office's intention to manage many 
special areas for "%~lldllfe habitat priority" is not good 
enough. Many, if not all, of the areas identified will 
need actual "Special Management" designation, if not wild- 
erness designation to keep them protected for the long- 
term. 

Again~ e~en your "Balanced Protection" alternative 
identifies many, ma~'r more areas for special management 
than your preferred alternative. 

Why this apparent lack of concern for ~enuine protection 
in your district? Your district is not a major or critical 
commodity produeer~ Your district's obvious major use is 
recreational~ Your draft B.H.P.'s lack of gctu~l "Special 
M~agement" identifications for your district's most 
remarkable areas is, indeed, disturbing. 

Why not protect the scenic backdrop to Lake Havasu City; 
protect your desert's interesting plants and wildlife; 
protect the Indian sites saguaros and scientific values of 
the Whipple Hts.; protec~ the ttnlque formations of the Mesa; 
protect the "most outstanding recreational opportunities', 
in the Gibraltar Mts.. erotecb the proposed Nat'l Natural 
Landmark features of ~ded Car~n~ protect clearly against 
grazing the "~touehed vegetation com~nltes" of the Cactus 
Plain; protect your district's part of "one of the largest 
remaining undisturbed Sonoran Desert examples,, in the Milpltas 
Wash. protect the extensive riparian habitat of Lagtma- 
Mart~nez; and protect the really rather-tiny only remaining 
~ndisturbed section of the Yuma Desert in your "Y~ma Desert ~' 
area? Why not? I ask as forcefully as I can-- WHY NOT???T? 

Clearly, y-~r draft R.M.P. is seriously lacking in 
genuine protection for the natural values of your fine 
district. 

A look at your district's map even wlthall WSA's as wilderness 
and all identified Special Managment Areas as actually specially 
managed areas Indictes that your district would hardly be "locked 
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up." On the contrary, your draft R.M.P. is so lacking in 
genuine concern for "resource protection" that I ~ led to 
question the quality of your original inventory for potential 
wilderness study areas (WSA's) and for areas q~lifyi~g ~r 
desexed special m~agement (which include Outst~din~ Natural 
~eas, Research Natural Areas a~ ~eas of Critical ~vlron- 
mental Concern). Bow much more of "high natural value" might 
there be in your district? 

Natural v~ues certai~y did not receive the consideration 
they received in the C.D.C.A. from that area's special Desert 
Planing Staff [~fort~ately dlsb~ded by dear $~es Watt), 
neither in your draft recc~endatlcns ~d nor (probably) in 
your original inventory of values. 

That this is the case in co~odlty (regardless of hew 
signific~t)-oriented districts of ~M is somewhat ~derst~d- 
able, but for this to be the case in your fine "nature & 
outdoor recreation"-oriented district is ~acceptable. 

Elliott Berns~w 
a seasonal visitor 

P.O.: copies of letter to ~izona ~M Director, 
Congressmen ~ ~all a~ Jo~ Seiberling~ 
and newspapers in Y~a l~e Bavesu City 
(including Ch~ber of 6 o ~ e r c e ) ,  ~cson 
and Phoenix. I swear I would do more if 
I co~d. 

Planning Tern=. Le 3¢r Dr ft ?2h:/gI3 
£.H Yumc Siztrlct 
P.O. ~'ox 55~o 
Yum~. AZ 35364-O597 27.02.85. 

De~r Sir, 
I mJm:ort ~iternatlve "S" 

C mmen+s on 3L~: 'S P-rzfer-eJ alternative: 

."nat No'it Plar~iu~ Te&~ is pro~ozln 3 a~ the Preferred alternsllve,is 
an uniquely fundament~llstic an ~ hostile ulan against ORV recrzatlon 
;i*h!n the Yuma BL;[ Distrio±. To propose of the to~al of 1.2 million 
acres am~ e token SaO~c~cz for eden lntcn~e use an~ Zero acres 
for O.,=V ones Cxts~ory. No other BL:[ District has i~sued~h restrict- 
ive wi~,n a~n[nz~ ones OE! recrc:~*ion. 
Your Draft-on o. 93 idsutlfiez os h~ "'~ ORV us~ ~rcac cur-eytly ,s 
15 120 ~cr:s ~d also your r~cr' .sta~:s the ORV use iz on t!c increase. 
An~ ye~ yoJ plan to oo:~7resz all eden type OEV activities I,~o a 
m~c~ 54O acres. "hlls t is a'all sale o 15n~ is ~I:~ ~[f~e@ a= s~nzl~ 
usa ORV/a 'Jho~ntn" ~i ~IC :~c~c~ (~4 "~O ac-es .,i~h ~!'nne9 nodule!tics' 
arc c!a'zzific ~o ~h¢'o~osi~e end of~sin~i~ uc~ s~(ct~im ma~cly 
wil-]er eta: This iz t:~e ~o~ unbalanced ~C~[ ~ 2~rcf r-el '~lt~rnative ~ 
exis~alec in w:el~ of 1.3.. 

E~en your representation of fi'r~res in  4ecet±i~el- aTr&nzed. AS an 
ex~-ynle Table -0- 7 un~cr .~r?fer:~d Alters #i~e i# ~" otis ~h~T thi~ 
Allot afl,e ill r¢ lit ~s 22.420 notes ,~ii be clos¢~ .o ORV. Your foO~ 
not~ s#a'cs tha* ?he or:  [ .  of the proposc~ wilde ness are not 
inclJdsd ev n ~ha# you nronose these 1 n~e r ~'ol~ r Pr f=rr~d Alters. as 
wil~erncsz ~r~az an_ ~ co[De uen~iy will be clos~ i#b. 1:%e con_"resoles,1 
aoproval, you ~,r' f r sue~ oleo' re, it all 'o~e aboui if yolr 
*r fcre~'} alt~r[atlve [= ~don'ed t?~er~fore the t ~Je  olWsed aria to 
ORV un~r ~he Preferred Alt:rnu+i~e when implemented ::Ill be not 
22 q20 acrc:: but 76,650 acr=s ~i~h ~ c ~rcnoz~) acT, sttions. 
NO other 5~: District z0 f r b.as := ~ this t .oc ef Izlead[. calcula 
irons in t air acr¢~ e t b~l::?!ons for *he v~r!ouz pronos=d altern~- 
tlvcs. 

:o~-,t if yo 'rssv el- r:s'ric*i,; refsrr~ Altei~nati~ iz enforce- 
~h i ,~ttho'~t u l~r]e police force. As u hlztoric ! precedent I suggest 
5'o, st :~" I~ s infa o s "Zatt!: of t:: 2ullSozers" A ich took place 
.hen DL: ;Dab District deolcr~d a hi:l ORV us: area close: (.~legro Dill 
Canyon ~:a). BIL: lost ~ t b~ttls, ~ h, J to rcolasslfy an~ r~open 
the ~r=~ after the confrontatiou took Dluce boca'lee the DL[: ~id not 
c i v -  ads  , l a t e  i ~o , t a  oe t o  t e i : +o r i c  l l y  s t : t t n  h t - h  se ?r :q '~e  cy  
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and the ~r~z n~ :n3 YoU,ve gem~nd for such type of re.~rc tion. 
I~ tL=  DL:: Y, Jm,% Pla'nln C ,~ar~ '.nvi¢%n~ a sirnll~ unfo,~"ne%~ 03~%frcn- 

tatlon by allooa~ing only 640 aores for o~en Ini u3iv¢ &nd open t,['~c 
ORV re=r:-.ties? 

.~ea in? the Draft ~[?/EIS Prefer ¢~ AlCe'uativs it strlkcs me %hat as 
if an a~emp¢ i~ maff: %o ~srn Che i'uma ~Lg District In¢c a .~la¢ional 
Park: I¢ d :es ~ot come as a surorise ~hst the Tsam Leader 'n~ sere al 
key ~e~ -~omb~zs ars ~ansplan%s f~ou %he Na~ionsl Pa~k Service. 

I r~soectf~lly r=q~ss~ ~ha~ ~hls ls~er bs puhllsh~d and :ommen%~ upon 
in th~ Final Yuma DisTrict E/IP/EISo 

H a r r y  I , I ~ t .  
? .C ,2ox  6zr 
Porthill, ID 33853 

co A:L~, Lan4 Use C o o r S i n a t o r ,  ~ver:%ment .R¢la?tons 

13 

~ , e . ~  ,.,.,..4¢/. w e  2m.v.,; / o w  

<,4 --PA~.~<,:- L ~ , ~  ~ ~Sl/~ 
/, ,O~"P ,/'/ ";'Nx~ d.'~ ",':p #~; I ~; ':J 

/~,qw:,~ ::/,to "-?:4"u.: ~ 

18 

L e t t e r s  Received That Were S1mltar TO L e t t e r  ~o. 13 

A t o t a l  o f  58 l e t t e r s  were rece ived  express ing op in ions  and 

concerns simllar to those stated In l e t t e r  n ~ b e r  13. Since these  ¢o~ents do 

not  presene new data or d ispu te  e i t he r  the fact~ or  the outse ts  o f  the 

envlcon=enta l  a ~ l y s i s ,  they  a re  not  reproduced here.  ~ollow£ng in  a l~sL of 

index n ~ b e r e  e s s i g ~ d  to these  l e t t e r s .  Table 6-2 matches these  numbers with 

Uhele~ter~Iters' names. 

14 33 49 82 

15 35 50 83 

16 36 51 9~ 

17 37 56 98 

19 38 57 105 

21 39 58 108 

22 40 59 149 

23 41 60 172 

24 42 61 178 

27 h3 62 193 

28 44 66 233 

29 45 57 273 

30 ~6 75 277 

31 47 76 

32 48 77 

~i . • w/ I # <e ~ ~ 

:p. 17;or"/~..#.- 

o. 13a~ a'ZI'~ y.~,s.~ .4~. 2.¢H¢ 

I. .4,,, .~ /e,'.,,.,,,.,.,,~- ~ f,~/:-#, ~-.s : d.#7-'o F 

¢~,,,.za.<..~, A, ~,,  Co.,,,~ Au . . . .  , ,~  , ¢ , . - ~ .  

#F,<', .¢ ,w,,;. % L . ~ . ~ . .  ,~" ~.A..-~.. 

so. 'a'r  2), e . . , ~ , ,  =/ , . , . , . t  ; , n . . . , r ' - : , . , ~  . . . . . .  re..,,. 

i t . J , .  ,,~. I¢7,~ ~"L Pd'/A. ,~u~ ,,~.,.,4. ,~. ;,'~;t/~-.~l~e~'- , . .v 
h ~ ¢ .  d~,-. ~ :~,od j a l  ~s , , . r , . .~l .  ] 

/,,'e.'f l.,,:,-e / , I o~ r~  
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,r," ,e~,.,t~,., ,r~4Pe~e $';*l,'f~J~ /,,, ~ .  

7"~ ~u,,'¢*,~' . F  ,~+,,,,d ,,t'&l.,/.,,4.,,f¢~..;?-" ~.;g ,*,,*. e x c e l l e d 2 "  

20 

P.~. ~,~ ~'~o 

~-- ~'-'~-- 

~.~ -~ ~ .-~ • ~ 

~<.~,.,~.; ~..~_,,.~ .,~ ~ ~ ~-~,.~_,. 

26 

- - 7 .  ~ 

d 

• : ~ " ~  ~ - :  ~,-~-,.,~/",,..L.d.,~. 

L ) - , ~  . , , ~  : 
0".-~- ~ ' 
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34 

JACK DEVAULT 
Box iA98 
Wlekenbure, AZ 85358 
March 15, 1985 

Telehhnne: 68A-~IA 

Plsnnin~ Team Leader 
Yuma District - BLM 
Box 5680 
Yuma, Arizona 85361-0697 

Subject: Yuma District RMP/E~S 

Dear Sir: 

I commend the BLM Toa~ on su~estln~ some areas 
are unsuitable for Wilderness designation. 

In fact ell the Yuma District is unsuitable 
for Wilderness. The vublic (us tax  va~ers and even 
the free-loaders) are better served to have multiole- 
use land where even the handloavved can drive to 
remote areas and en~oy the solitude. I'm not handi- 
caooed but like others prefer to drive to the areas 
of choice--not hike in. 

I respectfully reouest that all the areas be 
returned to mulbl~le use. 

Very truly yours, 

~aek Devault 
Tax Payer 

P.8. In  all my years in Arizona I have never seen 
nor met a hiker in the desert off the road. 

Le t t e r s  Recelved That Wer~ S i mi l a r  To L e t t e r  So. 34 

F o r t y ~ u e  l e t t e r s  were rece ived express ing op in i on ,  s £ ~ l a r  to  

those s t a t e d  i n  l e t t e r  n ~ b e r  34 above, of these ,  11 expressed support  fo r  

~ I t i p l e  ~ e  on a l l  pub l i c  lands ;  s i x  expressed oppos i t ion  to wilderness  ~n 

g e a r s 1 ;  a~4 24 expressed opposition to  wi lde rness  and support  fo r  m¢ l t i p l e  

use. Since these  l e t t e r s  d id  not present  new da ta  or dlspu~e e i t h e r  the ~sets 

o r  the outcome of the e a v l r o ~ e n t a l  a n a l y s i s ,  they a re  not reproduced here .  

Follow£ag i s  a l i s t  of index numbers ass igned  to these  l e t t e r s .  T~bie 6-2 

i den t l f i e~  the l e t t e r  w~Iters.  

89 86 176 296 

70 82 23~ 298 

71 8~ 236 300 

72 8P 241 301 

73 go 244 308 

74 98 275 318 

76 97 280 342 

78 99 281 8&4 

80 1o0 282 

8~  109 28~ 

85 155 288 

52 
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TOWN PKi R R .... 

BH IITH STREET. P,O. BOX 6~J • P A E/{~. ~IZ6)NA #5144 • (602) 6~9-9)55 yum. O~*,,k, o~fa 

XL%t~ ' " - -~  . . . . . . . .  

~arch 5, 1985 

Darwin Snell 
District H ~ a g e r  

~ureau of bans *,]anagement 
Post Ot'f~ce Box 5680 
XUtl~a, Arizona 85364 
I)e~ It-. Snell: 

The Parker C~on  Cou f~ i i  has reviewed the Tu~  D i s t r i c t  Resou~e 
Manage~nt  Plan and 8~vi ro~mentai  Impact  S~atement D ra f t ,  a t t e n d e d  
several of the public hearings pertalnin 8 to the Study and wish to 
vo ice  t he~  ob jec t i ons  t o  the proposed changes, 

This letter is intended to be a formal protest to Issue 5: R~hts- 
of-Way (U~illty C~ridcrs) and Issue 7: Wilderness ~Wilderness 
Study Areas Cactus Plgln) as they pertain to the To~ of Parker. 

It appe~-s the preferred alternative of the slx alternatives pre- 
sented is the one mos~ l l k e l y  t o  be r ec~enCed  f o r  adoption ~y 
the Sureau of Land ,{arJagemer, t. While this zs the better of the 
alternatives pl'esented, it will never the less have a s i g n ~ ' i c ~ t  
impact upon the T~n and its future growth, 

The Town of Parker, Arizona was incorporated as a township in June 
1948. It encompasses one (I) square mile, is surrOUnded co three 
(3) sides by ~he Col~do River Indi~1 Tr~beo Reservation and tea 
Colorado River c~l ~he forth side, Thus growth, economi~ develop- 
ment ~nd armexat£on of cont&guous land was no~ possible. 

Studies made by the Bnlversity of Arizona, Tucson in ~978 and 1980 
revea/ed those sections of land lOCated in TOWnShip 8 North, Range 
;9 Best of the Gila and Salt BiDer Base and Meridian, L~ Paz County, 
Arizona were the most feasible lands to annex due to the proximity 
of the Town. AnnexatiOn prcceedlSgs were i n s t £ t u te~  in 1981 p~- 
suant to Arizona Revised Statutes 9-~7;(I). The annexa~lon was 
approved by the State of Arizona April 9, 198~. 

The Town has to date expended more than $95,000.00 to expedite the 
steps necessary to allOW them to proceed with this project. 

Objections to Issue 5: Sights.of-Way (Utlilby Cc~ridcrsl the preferred 
alternative of t~e Resource Management Plan calls fc~ a one (1) mile 
utility corridor in the area identified as 9-1~A/B Cactus Plain that 
wOUld cut thrOUgh the center of the Town (gO-6). UC-6B alternative 

Page 2 
March 5, 1985 

wOuld take a one (I) mile strip of land from the eastern boundary 
the Town limits runn ing  from the Ocrthern most to the southern most 
edge of the Town. If the proposed u~ility coerldcr OC-bB was mOVed 
cne (I) mile to the east, it would be cut of the Town limits. A 
more approprlate coerldCr would be one that parallels the Central 
Arizona I~oJect. 

:DbJectimn to Issue 7: Special Management and Wilderness Study Areas, 
the alcernatlves as defined would place approximately c~e half of 
the Town into the Special Management/Wilderness Study Area. This 
would severelyhamper any projected ~r~th or development for the 
Town. A better albernstlve w~ld be to stop the Special M~a~ement/ 
Wilderness Study Are~ at the eastern boundary lines of the Town. 

We request you send a letter to the Bureau of Land ~anage~nt voicing 
your objection to the Y~a District Resource Management Plan and 
8nvlrcnmental Impact Statement and the alternatives as oatlimed. We 
would also ~p~eciate a copy of your letter to be included in our 
fiins. 

Sincerely, 

t l a y ~  

Vine Hayo~ 

C~nc  t lman 

8ob~ta Woffman 
Co~llperson 

LaVell t4c Int ~ee 

Frank Solpvr 
COUncilman 
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LETTERS 

PROCLAMATION OF THE TOWN OF PARKER 

D]ecitals: 

I. That the Town of Parker was established in 1908 and 
incorporated in 1948 as a Town in accordance with the laws of tlie 
State of Arizona. 

2. That the Town of Parker annex certain lands in LaPaz County 
and that tlis office of the Attorney General of the State of 
Arizona supplied tlie Town o n  April 9, 1984 with certification 
of annexation. A copy of ,:hat certificate and the supporting 
documents fncludlng the ordinance No. 179 of the Town of Parker 
and a map of the area involved is attached hereto and 
incorporated by reference in its entirety. 

3. That the Unites States Department of Interior, Bureau of Land 
Management, Tuma District, has prepared a draft resource 
managemsnt plan and environmental impact statement (RMP-EIS) for 
future management options for approximately 1,192,000 acres of 
federal lands administered by tlie Bureau of Land Management 
through it~ Yuma Dlstriet Office, Yuma, Arizona. That the plan 
focuses on resolving seven resource management issues: 

Wildlife Habitat, Special Management Areas, Grazing, 
LandOwnership Adjustment, Ri9hts-of-way, Recreation, 
a n d  Wilderness. 

4. That map No.8 of the maps supporting said plan and impact 
statement sets forth utility corridors of up to a mile in width. 
That UC-6 and UC-6B, are utillty corridors which run througli the 
heart of the area annexed by the Town of Parker. 

5. That the presence of a utility corridor up to a mile in width 
in either UC-6 or UC-6B would cause irreparable damage to tlie 
Town $n its development of the annexed area. 

6. That the Town of Parker has expended since April, 197d, in 
excess of  $95,000.00 In development of said townsite and has 
committed itself for a substantial additional sum inoldent to 
further lieveloping said area. 

7. That the Town of Parker respectfully requests that the said 
utlllty corridor he placed to the east outside of said corporate 
limits of Bald Town. 

S. That tlie Town of Parker wholeheartedly endorses the Score 408 
off-road race over BLM lands and tile existing course slte since 
the Town is a benefactor as is the area in general tothe economio 
benefits generated by said race. 

Therefore~ the Town of Parker upon motion duly made a n d  passed at 
a regularly scheduled Council Meeting o~ t h e  Common Council of 
the Town of Parker, states as follows: 

t. That the draft resource management plan and environmental 
impact statement take into account the presence of the area 
annexed hy the Town. 

2. That the plan be revised in such a way as to circumvent the 
Town. 

3. That tlie Town go on formal record with the United States 
Department of Intsrior~ Bureau of Land Management as 
wholeheartedly endorsing the Score 400 off-road race over SLY 
lands a n d  existing course site since the  Town is a benefactor as 
is the area in general, as to the economic benefits generated by 
said race. 

4. That c o p i e s  of tliis Proclamation he sent by tlie Town Manager 
to those officials who might have some input with regard to 
hslping tlie Town 9row and prosper and that they be encouraged as 
well as all others interested, to make comments on tlie draft 
resource management plan and environmental impact statement as 
requested in said plan and that comments be made in a timely 
fashion, namely on or before April 19, 1985. 

Dated this 5th day of March, 1985. 
/ 2  

• Sam Davl~, Mayor 
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March 4, 1985 

Richard Pruett 
5428 W. Altadena 
Glendale, Arizona 85304 

J. DarWin Snell 
BLM, Yuma District 
P.  o. BOX 5680 
Yuma, Arizona 85364-0697 

Dear Mr. Snell: 

I have been informed that the BLM is in the process of developing 
a Resource Management Plan and an Enviro~ental Impact Statement 
for the Yuma, Arizona Desert District on the understanding that 
the recreation plan seems to be a little short on acreage and 
is turning alot of the camping and recreational areas into wild 
life priority areas. I have keen interest in this recreational 
area inasmuch as my family is avid campers with our motor home 
and recreational users with 3-wheel ATC's. 

What I am asking from you is an opportunity to review the Draft 
Plan and the EXS. From what I understand, Alternate B Plan is 
an expanded off-highway vehicle plan which X would endorse. If 
you could send me whatever information you have on this plan, I 
would certainly appreciate it. 

Kindest Personal Regards, 

Dick Pruett 

P A C I F I C  G A S  A N D  E L E C T I % I C  C O M P A N Y  

March 6,1585 

BLM Yuma Dis t r io t  D]esouree Management  
Plan I Re: Rocky Mountain Pipeline GD1568 
025.35 BLM 1143 

Mr. Dennis  Turowski 
Bureau of Land Management  
Yuma Dis t r ic t  Off lee  
Post Office Box 5680 
Yuma, Arizona 8536d-0697 

Dear  Mr. Turowskh 

Thank you for  g iv ing  Tar i f f s  Gas and FJectr ie  Company t h e  opportunity to  r ev iew the  
latest draft of the Yuma Disttiet Resource Management Plan (RMP}. As stated In our 
previous eorre3pondeaee, PGandE's interest In the RMP is to protect a corridor for the 
proposed RO~ky Mountain Pipel ine projec t .  To th i s  end, PGaedE supports the  "Prefer red"  
~ternative as weD] as alternatives "C", "D", and "R". These alternatives allow the use of 
the uti l i ty corridor designated nca/JfornJa D~ert  Conservation Area-P" for the proposed 
pipebne. 

We do Wish, however, to eali your attention to a confusing reference on page 36 of the 
RMP under the heading "L~ue 5: Uti l i ty COrridors 2)." The road referred to 8s formlag 
the festers corridor bmmdary along the Tort Mohave Indian Resetvwilon is unknown to us. 
Likewise,  none of t h e  maps supplied wi th  the  RMP ind ica te  a road which could lagieaHy 
form the  corridor boundary. It  seems,  the re fore ,  t h a t  t h e  road r e f e r e n c e  is in  e r ro r  and 
we suggest the foDowing wording be substituted: 

2) The CDCA "P" corridor would be narrowed for 5 relies taa  100-foot width west 
of the boundary of the Fort Mohave indian Reservation. 

The D]oeky MOUntain PxpoUne Project is eurrently on hold, however, i t  is expected to be 
reactivated once gas supplies and market conditions support the need. 

SlneerelT, 

E. L. Nu t  boo 
Supervising Land p lanner  

BLN:l t  
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55 
Q DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

maOmNAt cr4m e N ~  ~ S ~ e ~  eema~N (ARESC) 

MAR 08 19~5 
"~'RJ ~ ~V ( Lamml/S56-6439 ) 

Yuma District Res~rce Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement 

Mr. J. Darwin Snell, District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Yuma DiStrict Office 
P. o. BOX SS@O 
Y~q~, Arizona 85364-0697 

i .  we have reviewed the subject R~ and final EIS and have no objectinns to 
~our proposal provided that no restrictions are placed by your asency on our 
existing military overflights. 

2. As you are aware, the Ytm~a District Planning Area has historically been 
subject to military overfllghma, which should continue in  the future. In the 
past, there have been no mjor problems between the Air Force and the Bureau 
Of Land Management concerning milinary overEllghta regarding lands under your 
management. 

3. Thank you for including the Air Force in your consultation and 
~o~rdinstion phase. We find it advisable to note that the Air Force makes 
extensive use of this area for Military Training Dogmas. A map of the 
Department of Hefe~se Military Training Routes - Western 8S, Area Planning 
A~/IS chart dated 14 February 1955, is included for your information. 

4. We consider your proposed plan and Military Operating Areas R-2501M, 
R-25OlE, R-2501S, R-25OlW, R-2507N, R-2507S, R-2306, M-2306B, R-2305A, 
R-2308A, R-2308, and R-2387 to be a compatible use of these ~es~urce areas. 
We hope you wlll agree With us and contact OUr office should you have any 
questions, 

5. For future reference and more expeditious :esponse by our agency, 
documents of this nature should he rout~ directly to this regional office of 
the 8. S. Air  Force. One of ~ / r  responsibilities is to act as the single 
point of contact for  agencies in Federal Regions IX and X, and for State 
agencies in regard to a variety of necessary organizations within the Air 
Force which could potentially be affected by the actions or proposals of other 
Federal and State agencies. Likewise, any questions or concerns you might 
have regarding Air FOrCe ac~Ivl£ies and their potential impact on ]ands under 
your jurisdiction, can be directed to this office. 

6. We a p p r e c i a t e  your pas t  e f f o r t s  to i n c l ude  the Air  ~ r c e  i n  the review and 
corniest coordination of environmental documents and management plans. Cur 
natural resource pro~ect officer, Mr. William COXr can address any qUestions 
or concerns. He can be contacted at (415) 555-6439 or P~S 556-5439. 

Environmental Planning Division AP/IB Gha~ 

I I 

63 
svA~ ~ CAL,,~N,* 

NATWE AMERICAN H~RI/AGE COM~II~ION 
915 CcNrol Mall Room 288 
Socram~ta, Carlfo~ia 9se14 

(91e) 32~7791 

March 11, 1885 

Planntng Team Leader 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Bureau of  Land Management 
Yun~ Distr ict  Office 
Post Office BOX 5680 
Yuma, Arizona 853fi4-0697 

RE: Yuma Distr ict  Resource Management Plan EIS 

Dear Planning Team Leader: 

The Californla Native American Heritage Commission appreciates the oppor- 
tunity to express i ts concerns and comments in the environmental review 
process. As you may be aware, the Co~ission is mandated to preserve and 
protect Native American cultural resources pursuant to Section 5097 et 
seq. of the Public Resources Code. 

The Commission has the fu r ther  responsfbi l i ty  of  assist ing Nattve Americans 
tn cemetery and bur ia l  protect ion pursuant to Section 5087.94(h) of  the 
Public Resources Code. Should human remains of hat lve American o r ig in  be 
encountered, we request that  the County Coroner's Office be contacted 
pursuant to the procedures set forth in Section 5070.5 of the Health and 
Safety Code. 

Having reviewed the EIS for this management plan, I appreciate your so]iclta- 
t ion of comments from the Native Americans in or adjacent to the project 
area, and feel confident that their comments and concerns wi l l  be duly 
considered in preparation of the f inal EIS. 

Should Native American cultural resource Issues arise, please do not hesi- 
tate to contact me o r ~ s t a f f .  

Thank you again, for sol ic i t ing our input. 

64 
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LHS S-lO-B5 

Comments to Yuma D i s t r i c t  BMP/EIS DRAFT 

Threatened T Endangered and Rare Sperles 

Table of Contents Appendix E;Recommend use of Threatendd, Endangered 
and Mare if that is what IS meant. RHP/EIS refers to key, llsted, 
T&E, priority wildlife. However Is it always referrln~ to the 
same set of protected wildlife under state or Federal statute? 

T&E SPECIES entry is considered incomplete. The status shown 
in Table 4-21, App. E includes other species of same level of 
protection under Federal statute, but no reference iS Shown, 

Table g-1 Proposed Special Management Areas and paragraph under 
ISSUE 2: SMA are not eonslstent and difficult to understand for 
Preferred Alternablve if compared to App. B Environmental 
Consequences. For instance p, 221 Whipple Hountaln AZ 5-10 
"managed for protection of scenle values", yet Table 2-1 shows 
"NO*" with Area of Cmltlcal EnVironmental Concern. Aubrey Hills 
and Whipple Mountain contain excellent Yuma Clapper Bail habitat. 
Gibraltar Mountain per Table 4-1 has Federally listed endangered 
species, LaFuana-Msrtlnez , an ACEC shows "NO" In Table 2-I 
but shows priority wildlife under Riparian AReas, p, 13. 

Alternstlve E Bighorn Sheep use areas - These threatened species 
have no mitigation or protection in any alternative through 
the "second migration" route described on p. 72 Dome Dock where 
I-iO, two-five strand barbed wipe fence form sn impassable (9) 
battler, Recommend a survey (by Yuma Audubon, if requested) 
to establish acceptable crossing venues, ingress and egress 
teohnlques. Review could by by Arizona Game & Fish and/or 
US Fish and Wildlife.. 

Table g-12 Alternate D is Mislabeled, it should be Balanced 
Protec t ion .  

Table 4-11 and App. E present TEE species under va r ious  
government s t a t u t e s .  The elasslfleations vary due to 
habitat and species preference for various Jurisdictions. 
The dlseusslon on p. 89 From %.lilderness is one-slded, The 
negative impact on these TED species should be presented. 
Significantly, about three-flfths of the WSA - Alternative 
combinations remove WSA status for hablta~s shown to include 
TER species. 
The desert tortoise was the subject of a question during the 
April 1984 BLM eoopdinatlon meeting held at the Yums Convention 
Center. Awrltten reply was promised and received, since no 
oral reply was available when the question was posed. The 
written communication was that BLM does respect state 
protection for the desert tortoise, Therefore, if the gFm 
has s preferred alternative it would follow that those WSA's 
containing desert tortoises would receive ss a mlnimuma priority 
wildlife status, ~hat includes 17 WSA's, Yet Table 4-II shows 
5-14A/S and 5-4 as the p~eferred slte~natlve: two WSA'8. Why 
is this done? 

Gibraltar Mountain 5-12 contains Federally endangered species: 
Pereglne Falcon and Bald Eagle, The discussion of impacts 
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TER Species I PaRe TWO 

under the Prefe'rred Alternative, where 5-12 Is omitted should consider 
the negative impact of loss of proCection tothese Federally listed 
spec ies ,  c f .  p.  201, I t  i s  no t  c l ea r  how much o f  the  26,080 o f  
special management pertain to 5-12 Given high mineral content 
in 5-12 and the ensulng BLM preference, does mot mean to ignore 
Federally designated species. This environmental impact appears 
to have been omitted and should be redressed. 

Irreversible and irretrievable: WebsCer's Hew World Dictionary, 1970 
Irreverslble'cannot be a) repealled b) run backward', irretrievable 
' c anno t  be recovered, restored.' Could less contusing, similar, 
dual possible meaning words be used? It seems so,.. Table 4-31 
under Wildlife refers to areas S and 9. Are these found in Table 
2-8? Does the NO under I r r e t r l e vab~e  mean ~bat the habitat and 
migration can be recovered/resumed? 

3/11/85 

11 

A l l a n  Be l t  
B u r e a u  of Land  M a n a g e m e n t  
Y u m a  D i s t r i c t  Office 
P.O. Box 5680 
Yuma. Az. 85364 

Gentlemen: 

Yuma,  A r i z o n a  i s  t he  O l d e s t  and L a r g e s t  A r i z o r m  Ci ty  on  the  
C o l o r a d o  River. 

About 1O Mtllion Acre Feet of water went down the Colorado 
last year right thru Yuma's Front Door, 

And yet ,  you can ' t  even  rent a r ow  boa t  in Y u m a !  

Can the Bureau of Land Management assist the City  of Yuma 
(n developing water recreational facilities on the Colorado 
at Yuma? ? 

S i n c e r e t y ,  

Larry Van Dusen 
P.O. Box 15g8 
Yuma,  Az. 85364 

LWVD:ss 
enc. 

6Ro. 
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~on~e~ ~f f~e ~n~eb ~tat~ . . . . .  

March 12, 1985 

Hr. basin Snell 
Ols~r l c t  H ~ g e r  
Yu~ BI2~ D i s t r i c t  
P.o. Box 5680 
Y~ ,  ~z 8536~-0697 

Dear Da~in : 

Enclosed please flnd a letter from the Parker Common Council  concerning 
the YU~ District Resource Management Plan, 

Would apprectace your lncisdl~S the T ~ n ' s  le t te~ with the publ ic 
co~ents, as ~ell as your revlew/n g their ccncer~s and suggesting 
a course which could be taken to mi t igate the impact on the To~.  

Thank you for caking the tlme to brief my staff last week, and keeping 
me advised of your progress on ~his ~tter. 

Sincerely, 

TOWN OF PARKER 
13M NIN $~I~T • P.O. BOX ~ • P~ER/d~ZOh~ 65M4 • ((Or) ~9~$  

M~eh 5, 1985 

Congressman BOb Stump 
230 N. Ist  Avenue, RoOm 5001 
Phoenix, Arizona 85025 

Dear Con~ess~  Stump: 

The P a r k ~  COmmon Cour~i l  has reviewed the Yema D in t r i~ t  Resource 
b~lnagement Plan and ~v l r o r~n ta l  Impact Btate~ent Draf t ,  attended 
several  of the peblzc he~ln~s per ta in in  S to  the Study and wlsh to  
volce t he i r  objec¢~ons bo the proposed changes. 

Thin l e t t e r  ls  intended to  be a fc~mal protest t o  Issue 5: Righis- 
of-Bay (U t i l i t y  CorridOrs) and Issue 7: Wilderness [Wilderness 
Study A re~  cactus Plain) as they per ta in  to  the Tc~n of PaCker. 

I t  appears the wefer red a l t e r n a t i v e  of the s i x  a l te rnat ives  pre- 
sented i s  the one =~ t  LiKeLy to  be recommended f ~  adoptlon by 
the B~eau of Land z~agement WhiLe this ~s the better of the 
alternaglves presen'.ed, i t  w l l l  never the less have a a~n~/icant 
~mpact up~ the Town and i t s  future ~rowth 

The T~  of Pa~ker, Arizona was incorporated as a tOWnship in d~e 
1948. I t  encompasses one {1) square mile, is s,Jrro~nded on three 
{3} sides by the ColOrado River Indian Tribes Reservation and the  
ColOrado River on the forth side.  Thus grOWth, economic develop- 
•en t  and a~exat~co of eont lKu~s .).and was not  possible. 

Studies made by the Univers i ty  of Ar izona, ~ucso~ in  1978 and 1980 
revealed those sections of land located in  TOWnship B NOrth, g~nge 
19 West cd the Gi la and Sal t  g iver  Base and ~er in ian,  LB Paz COUnty. 
Rrlzona were the  most feasible lands to annex due to the prc~Imlty 
c~ the To,m, Annexation proceedings were l~s t i t u ted  in  1981 pu~- 
suanT~%o ~rizc~a Revised Statutes 9-471(I). The annexatlc~ was 
appr~ed by the 55ate OF Arizona Apr±l 9, 198~. 

The Tc~n na~ t o  date expended m~e than $95,000.00 t o  expedite the 
steps necessary to allOW them to p~ceed WZth th i s  pro ject .  

ObjectiOns to Issue 5: Rights-of-Way [UtiAlby CCrrincrs) the preferred 
alternatiue of the Besom-ca Hana~ement Plan calls f o r  a one (1) m$1e 
u t i l l t p  corr ldc~ m the area ident iEied as 5-1~A/B Cactus Plain tha t  
wOuld cu t  t~ough the center of ~he Town {Be-5), BC-6B al ternabise 
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F~e 2 
March 5, 1985 

would take a one (1) mi le  s t r i p  of land fP~  the eastern boundary ¢¢ 
the ToWn l im l t s  ~e~ia~ from the noet~e~n most to  the southePn mo~t 
edge ~ the TOwn. IS the ~oposad u t i l i t y  co~rldc~ UCI6B was moved 
me (i) mile to the east, it would he out o~" the TOWn limits. 8 
mope appcop~late coPrimc~ would be one that  para l le ls  the Central 
Arizona I~oject. 

Objection to Issue 7: 8p~iml Management and Wilderness Study i~eas, 
the al te~nat iyes as defiaed would pls~e approximately c~e ha l f  
the To~m in to  the Special Hana~ement/~tlderness Study APea. This 
would severelyha~pe~ any pPo~ected ~c~ th  uP development foe the 
To~n. A bette~ a l te rna t ive  would he to  stop the Special Hana~ecenS/ 
Wllhe~ness Study A~eas at the eastern boundaPy IZnes of the Town. 

We Pequest you send a le t ter"  ~o the Bureau of Land Management votcinE 
your object ion to the ¥ ~ a  Dis t r ic t  Resource Mana6ement Plan and 
8nvLronmental impact Statement and the a l te rna t i ves  as ~ t l i ned ,  We 
would also appreciate a copy at your l e t t e r  t o  be included in  O~P 
f x l e s .  

S ince re ly ,  

Hayr.~ 

Vice Mayc¢" 

C o u ~ l i m ~  

~ober ta Ho£f~a~ 
Ccunc iperson 

LaVell  N Znti~e 
c ~ n e i  

PR(~L2~dATIDN OF THE TOWN OF PARKER 

Recltalsl 

lo That the TOWn of Parker was established in 1908 and 
incorporated in 1948 as a Town in accordance with the laws of the 
State of Arizona° 

2. That the TOWn of Parker annex certain lands in LaPaz C~unty 
and that the offlce of the Attorney General of the State of 
Arizona supplied the Town on April 9 .  1994 wdth certffIcatlon 
of annex.floe. A Copy of that certificate and the supporting 
documents Including the ordinance NO. 179 of the Town of Parker 
and a map of the area involved is attached hereto and 
incorporated by reference in its entirety. 

3. ~nat the unites States Department of Interior, Bureau of I~nd 
Management, Yuma Distrl~t, has prepared a draft resource 
msnRgement plan and environmental impact statement (R~P-EISJ for 
future management options for approxlmately 1,192,000 acres of 
federal lands administered by the Bureau of Land Management 
through its Yuma District office, Yuma) Arizona. That the plan 
focuses on resolving seven resource management issuesl 

Wildlife Habitat, Speclal M~nagement Areas, Grazing, 
Land CwnershlpAdjustment, Rights-of-way, Recreatlonl 
and Wilderness. 

4. That map NO.8 of the maps supporting said plan and Impact 
statement sets forth utillty corridors of up to a mile in wSdth. 
That UC-6 and DC-6B, are utility corridors which run through the 
heart of the area annexed by the Town of Parker. 

5. That the presence of a utility corridor up to a mile in width 
in either DO-6 or gC-6B would cause Irreparable damage to the 
Tow~In its development of the annexed area. 

6. That the Town of Parker has expended since Aprll~ i978~ in 
excess of $95,000.00 in development of said townslte and has 
committed ~tself for a substantial additional sum incident to 
further developing said a~eao 

7. That the Town of Parker respectfully requests that the said 
utility corridor h~ pla~ed to the e.st outside of said corporate 
limits of said Town. 

8. That the Town of Parker wholeheartedly endorses the Score 490 
off-road race over BLM lands and the existing course site since 
the Town is a henefactor as is the area in general tothe economle 
~neflts generated by sald race. 

81 

T h e r e f o r e ,  t h e  Town o f  P a r k e r  upon m o t i o n  d u l y  made and  p a s s e d  a t  
a regularly scheduled Council Meeting of t he  Common Council of 
the Town of Parker, states as follows: 

i. That the draft resource management plan and environmental 
impact statement take into account the presence of the area 
annexed by the Town. 

2. That the plan be revised in such a way as to circumvent the 
Town. 

3. That the Town go on formal record with the United States 
Department of fnterlor, Bureau of Land Management as 
wholeheartedly endorsing the Score 400 off-road race over BLM 
lands and existing course slte since the Town is a ~nsfactor as 
is the area in generall as to the economic benefits generated by 
said race. 

4° That copies of this Proclamation be sent by the Town Manager 
to those officials who might have some input with regard to 
helping the Town grow and prosper and that they be encouraged as 
well as all others interested, to make eommentB on the draft 
resource management plan and environmental impact statement as 
requested in said plan and that comments be made in a timely 
fashion, namely on or before April 19, 1995o 

Dated tbls 5th day of March, 1985° 

" Sam Davik, Savor 

CF 
~.y~ r~ 
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A r i z o n a  . ~  

Bureau o| Geolofly and ~ t  ~ ? l o ~ y  : . ~ , ~  

O , o k ~  ~ S . u ~  0 19~5 
845 N. ~alk A,e.  T ~ n , A ~ z o ~  E57~ie ZO I so PH '85 ~ ~ ~ ' ~  
(~02) 621-7906 

Y U N A  ~ ".IIONA --z~__ -- 
Hatch 15, t 985  ~ -  

Planning Team Leader - - ~ . b  ^O 
Y~a D i s t r i c t  Planning Area --~ e ~  s~,,¢ _ _  
Bureau of Land M ~ a g e m e n t  ~, ~- 
Yu~ District Office - - ~ m .  . . . . .  
P. o. Box 5680 
Yuma, AZ 85364~0697 - - o ~ .  

Dear Planning T e ~  Leader :  - . - ~ _ _  
* c ~ . w .  

We have reviewed the Yuma D i s t r i c t  Resource Management Plan and Environmental 
Impact  S t a t e m e n t  and have  g i v e n  s p e c i a l  a t t e n t i o n  t o  t he  d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  t he  
g e o l o g i c  f ramework ,  to  t h e  d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  k n o ~ m l n e r a l  resource occurrences 
and production, and to the assessment of mineral and energy resource potential. 

We concur with the assignment of high mineral resource potential in the 
C r o s s ~ n  Peak,  Swansea, S. Trigo, and T r i t e  a r e a s ,  as d e s c r i b e d  i n  t h e  r e p o r t .  

With regard to the Kofa Units 3 and 4, the author states that not much 
geologic info~atlon Is available. The U. S. Geological Su~ey is currently 
assessing mineral resource p o t e n t i a l  i, the KNWR and will submit a final 
r epor t  by A p r i l  1986, Perhaps any assessment  of m i n e r a l  p o t e n t i a l  at t h i s  
time may be premature. 

We believe that, overall, the geologic dnfo~atlon contained in the GEM 
reports is accurate. H~ever. we believe that the geologic structure in the 
Cactus Plain gash is not adequately stated and. in tu~. the mineral potential 
is understated. The Mineral Hill, Pr ide ,  Planet, Copper Penny, and Swansea 
m~nes are located a short distance to the north and east of the Cactus Plain 
East. Mineralization in these mines (gold a.d copper) is located in upper 
p l a t e  rocks near an ex tens ive  low-angle detachment fault. Because the f a u l t  
a l m o s t  c e r t a i n l y  d i p s  b e n e a t h  t h e  Cac tus  Pla in  E a s t ,  upper  p l a t e  r ocks  may 
be p r e s a g e d  and may be c l o s e  enough t o  the s~rface in some or all of t h e  
area to give it potential as a m/natal exploration target. It is entirely 
p o s s i b l e  t h a t  m i n e r a l i z a t i o n  may be present near the c o n t a c t  o f  upper and 
lower plate rocks beneath the Cactus Plain East, Assuming that possible 
bur ied  minera l  depos i t s  a re  of comparable s i z e  as those a t  Planer ,  Swansea, 
Copper Penny, Pr ide ,  and H~neral Hill, i t  is unlikely that they would be 
economic i f  depth to bedrock is great (~reater than 500 feet). A gravity 
s u r v e y  wou ld  be mos t  h e l p [ u l  i n  d e t e ~ i n i n g  dep th  r e  bed rock  and wou ld  
greatly a i d  those who s a t i a t e  resource  p o t e n t i a l .  Gravity su~eya are 
relatively inexpensive to conduct. 

The same l~-augle detachment f a u l t  probably ~tends beneath the Cactus Plain 
area  as w e l l .  Depth t o  the f a u l t  benea th  that area i s  u n k n o t ,  One wou ld  
suspect that the fault is at a greater depth there than beneath the Cactus 
Pla in  East .  That i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  would have to  be s u b s t a n t i a t e d  by a g r a v i t y  
s u ~ e y  or by drilling, however ,  

A DhCslon o l the 
Univers i ty  of ~ o n a  

Y ~  D i s t r i c t  Pla~ing Area  L ~ r ~ .  
March 15,  1985 
Page 2 

A d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  t h e  l ~ g l e  detachment f a u l t  can be f o ~ d  in  t h e  fo l lowing  
a r t i c l e :  W l l k l ~ ,  J . ,  J r . ,  ~ d  R e i d r i e k ,  T .  L . ,  1982,  Base and p r e c i o u s  m e t a l  
mineralization related to iow-~gle tectonic features in the Whipple Mountains. 
Callfo~ia. and Buckskin Hountains. Arizona. i~ Frost. g. G.. and Martin. D. L. 
( e d i t o r s ) ,  Hesozoie-Ceuozolc t e o t o . l c  e v o l u t i o n  of the Colorado River r eg ion ,  
Califo~la. Arizona. and Nevada: Cordilleran Publishers. San Diego, p. 182-203. 

Depth  t o  bed rock  i s  s h ~  on a ~ p  by  J .  H, Oppenheimer and J .  S. $ ~ e r  
(Depth-to-bedrock ~ p ,  Basin and Range Province,  Arizona. 1980: Tucson, 
L a b o r a t o r y  o f  Geophys ics ,  The U n i v e r s i t y  o f  A r i z o n a ,  I : I , 0 0 0 , Q 0 0  s c a l e )  t o  be  
approximately 400 feet. The 4O0-foot contour line is dashed, however, indicating 
that Interpretation is less certain. The map is based on a series of gravity 
profiles. The gravity and depth-to-bedrock values for each profile are on file 
at the Laboratory of Geophysics at the University of Arlzo~, Tucson. 

Since re ly ,  

S t a t e  Geologist and 
Assistant Direc to r  

92 MAR .°0 7985 

h 

E l  ~ ~ F ~ "  '~? ~ l £ T  

.._e,,b A~ 

YUI.L', - J N A  . . - - ~  e ~  ~ 
M r .  J. Darwin Snell, District Manager " ----~.~WA 
Bureau of Land Management ~ . 
Yuma Distrlct Office 
P. O. BOX 3680 __~. _ 
Yuma, Arizona 85364 ~v~ 

Dear Mr. Snell, ~ W  

I am writing to recommend a reassessment of several areas either 
not included, or areas where more acreage should be added to the 
proposed recommendations for wilderness designation, as 
documented in the Yuma District Environmental Impact Statement. 

1 .  Hoth gofa 3 and 4 should be recommended  foc wilderness to 
include the portion of the Castle Dome Mountains not in the 
Kofa National Wildlife Refuge. The Castel Domes, the 
highest ranges in Southwest Arizona, is also one of the 
most scenic ~anges, with its high sheer rock walls and 
majestic, massive pillars and blocks that can be seen for 
m i l e s .  

2. The Trigo Mountains (WSA 5-25A & 5-23B) are adjacent to 
units proposed for wilderness by the Imperial National 
Wildllfe Refuge. Including them under the wilderness 
protection would provide a unique area containing some of 
the driest desert in the world and in contrast, the 1usher 
rlpa¢las zone along the Colorado River. 

3. I would like to have both Cactus Plalns areas (WSO 5-14A/H 
and WSA 3-17) included in the preferred alternative. The 
high natural quality of these areas i s  deserving for 
designation for wilderness, containing stabilized sand 
dunes on which a variety of desert vegetation grows. In 
contrast to wilderness areas whose core is a mountain, the 
Cactus Plains offers a feellng of solitude and quiet on 
their vast plains. Please propose all 70,360 acres of the 
Cactus Plains WBA and all 13,733 areas of the East Cactus 
Plaln. 

4. Please include the 19,370 acres of the Swansen area (WSA 
5-15A) which contains a canyon, adjacent mountains and 
mesas along the Dlll Wllliams River. This hlghly scenic 
area provides rlpa~lan habitat for wlldllfe and should be 
proposed for wilderness. 

5. The Chessman Peak area contains much of the massive Mohave 
Mountains which form a scenic backdrop for Lake Havasu 
City. ~eslgnating this area for wilderness, Includlng 
Crossman Peak at 5100 feet, would protect environmental, 
scenic, and recreation values. It would further diversify 
the recreatlonal opportunltles in the Lake Havasu City 
area. 

0. Just 10 miles east of Parker is rugged volcanic Glbcalter 
Mountain, a good place to get away from It all. Barrow 
canyons, rocky peaks, and ridges all provide a diversity of 
hiking experiences, while isolating a visitor from others 
in the area. This area provides important habitat for 
desert bit horn sheep. Wilderness status would protect 
this area from ORV use, such as the careless vehicles which 
lose their way on the Parker 400 race. The wilderness 
designation Is well worth the acqulsitlon of 8020 acres of 
mlneral (subsurfaoe) estate. This area could then be 
expanded to 10,460 acres. Please recommend this area. 

I congratulate the Ynma District on the fine work they have done 
in the ptoductlon of the Resource Management Plan and 
Envlronmental Impact Statement. It is thorough and well 
documented and the maps are partlcularly expllclt and helpful, f 
hope you wlll take my reco~mendatlons into consideration when 
preparing your f i n a l  recommendations. 

Sincerely, 

Bobble Holaday 

1413 East Dobbins Rd. 
Phoenix, Arizona 85040 

Phone Of.: 862-5688 
Bm.:  2 6 8 - 1 0 8 9  
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March 18, 1985 

Mr. O~m May 
Bureau of  Land Management 
Havasu Resource Office 
P. O. 8ox 885 
Lake Havasu C i ~ ,  AZ 86403 

0ear Jim: 

Concerning the Yu~ Distr ict Resource Manage~nt Plan, I appreciate 
the opportunity you gave ~ s e l f  along with the general public to 
comment on the draft. It is quite an extensive report, and one that 
I must admit fornLvself, was pretty hard to digest in total. 

The bottom l ine is that I wou]d l ike to make sure that the SCORE 
Parker 408 race course be designated within the plan and that the 
race course and adjacent areas do not he such that we could not 
get onto the race course for spectator pi t t ing and safety reasons. 

I think the stipulations that were put on this year's event were 
quite stringent. I believe that we can work out stipulations for 
future evenfs thaf can be adhered 1o and sat is~ al l  concerned, 
but we must start working oN them now. Also, I would l ike to 
suggest that a stipulation for a minimum of a five year agreement 
(pe~i t )  for the races be l isted in the Resource Management Plan. 

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment, i look fo~ard 
to discussing these comments with you soon. 

Since~ly. 

President 

1o, ~ o . , , d  s , .H ,  

MCI 
March 18, 1985 

1 

Planning Team Leader 
Bureau of Land Management 
Yuma District 
P. O. Box 5680 
¥uma, Arizona 85384 

Attention: Dennis Turowski 

Re: Mohawk Pass, AZ 
|3116 0atman, AZ-Domlnguez Mills, CA 

Dear Mr. Turowski: 

It was a pleasure meeting with you and your staff 
Wednesday, March 13, 1985, Mohawk Pass is part of a 
proposed MCI microwave system in and out of the 
southern Arizona, southern California area. This 
essential llnk in our system, as we have discovered, is 
in ~eopardy of becoming a nondesignated comslte area. 
The Telegraph Pass area is presently serving the 
communications traffic into these same areas. This 
present system is incapable of provlding the quality 
signal we desire. It is our hope we will he able to 
route through Mohawk Pass by constructing an adjacent 
tower to the one presently on site. MCI feels this 
site would have the least visual and environmentally 
intrusive impact to the area in general. 

Having read through the minutes of your last hearing, I 
see Mountain Bell has the same concerns as MCI. With 
all of these carriers pushing for use of this site and 
wheres the site is already employed as a comsite, 
please reconsider the designation of Mohawk Pass in 
favor of establishing i t  as a communications site. 

f am presently working with the Desert Advisory Council 
of California Task Force. We are dealing with 
establishing communications corridors through southern 
California. The conclusions of the data gathered for 

{continued) 

To: Planning Team Leader, BLM 
Fm: Fred Hubbell 
March 18, 1985 
Page 2 

this study are not yet available; however, the general 
outline calls for colocation of users whenever 
possible. Mohawk Pass is in a very strategic position 
and is a natural site for colocation. 

Route Development 
Coordinator 

FH/Vb 
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4231 E. STanford Dr. 
Phoenix, AZ. 85018 
March 20, 1985 

Yuma District BLM 
P. O. B. 5680 
¥uma, AZ. R8364 

Sub~ect: Wilderness oesignatlon Recommendation 

Gentlemen: 

If ant two things epitomize Arizona, it is probably cacti 
and sand dunes, both of which exist in auantity in the 
Cactus Plain and Cactus Plain East. These areas deserve 
protection against developers, cacti rustlers and off-road 
vehickes. 

Now that the military has released MUggins Mountains, it 
would seem appropriate to keep these peaks free from the 
ubiquitous off-road vehicle and the equally destructive 
miner. Let them rest in peace with a few climbers. 

We must value the Swansea as a home: it shelters the desert 
tortoise, the Gila monster, the elf owl, and a few others. 
Surely wild life deserves a small castle of its own. 

And, in conclusion, the Trigo Mountains & Trigo Hountains 
South offer all those with any desire for communing with 
either themselves or Nature the ultimate opportunity. 
Peace is hard to find and should be preserved. 

I trust that you will agree with the validity of my observations 
and help to keep some acres for the future inhabitants 
of this country, both human and animal. Thank you. 

Yours truly, 

{MHS.i GENH ANNE FARNEH 

-I6~ 



LETTERS 

~ t y ~ l g h t  l e t t e r s  w e r e  r e c e i v e d  t h a t  w e r e  s i m i l a r  to l e t t e r  

n u m b e r  lO1 i n  t h a t  t h e y  e x p r e s s e d  s u p p o r t  f o r  d e s ~ g n a t Z o n  o f  one o r  more  o f  

t h e  18 w Z l d e r n ~ s  s t u d y  a r ~ s  a d d r e s s e d  i n  t h e  d r a f t  E I S .  S L n ~  t h e s e  l e t t e r s  

d i d  n o r  p r i e s t  n ~  d a t a  o r  d i s p u t e  e i t h e r  t h e  f a c t s  o r  t h e  ou t come  o f  t h e  

e n v i r o a ~ n a a l  a n a l y s t s ,  t h e y  a r e  n o t  r e p r o d u c e d  h e r e .  F o l l o w i n g  i s .  l ~ s e  o f  

i n d e x  n u m b e r s  a s s i g n e d  to  t h e e  l e t t e r s .  T a b l e  6-2 i d e n t i f i e s  t h e  l e t t e r  

w r i t e r s .  

106 162 330 

113 166 333 

114 177 335 

120 182 338 • 

122 183 340 

]31 185 341 

135 190 350 

140 217 353 

14~ 322 36/. 

369 

102 

Msrcn 21, l~#O~ 

£~m~a D~sc r l c¢  BL~ 
P .O .  Box  Does  
YumA~ AZ Ob~b4 

The p~o~eoC lon  o r  wxAae rness  can  be sup  8%1"¢ ¢o  f u t u re  gene ra t i ons .  
I Aupporc wlloerness reoommenoaclons rap tne ~ullowzna: 

TFIRO Maun~slns~Tpl~o Mounta£na Soucn. These e~eas are sojssen~ to 
u~i~s p roposes  rap wlioerneas zn  Dne lmperlsA NaDIOnel wiiallre Rel 'u~e 
an~ woulu IncloSe some or ~ne or~es~ oeser~ In ~ne woPAa ano AlAs ~ne 
luan rzpar~n zone alone ~ne 00~o raao  R i v e r .  

Mu~Yns Mountalna, Yum~ neeos a wlloernees close Dy wn~cn ~nese 
r uggea  mountains woula p ~ o v l a e .  

Cactus Pia~n~Esa~ CACTUS Plaln, Tnxs sees was r e c o g n z z e o  Oy ~ne 
A r i z o n a  Aoaoemy or 3e lence ,  wnose Natural Areas S~uay Commie=re 
r e o o m m e n o e a  ~ n s ~  p a r ~ s  o r  ~ne C a c t u s  P l a i n  De uesigna~ea s N a ~ t L r a A  
Area. 'rne Csc~us Plaln contains s~eo~Axzea sans aunes on wnlen a 
variety or cese~e veg~a¢lon ~ws. We urge you ¢o Keep orz-ros~ 
venlcLAA ou~ or ~ne WSA, sno menaEe grazzng ~o p ro~ec t  ~ne unique 
vegetation. 

Swanaee. Tnls ares, e~onE ~ne BILl W111IA~ nlver, nee nign scenic, 
rlpbrlSn ana  wliczxxe va±ueu  [Ueserc Tortoise, Eli" Owl ,  Gila Mons~er 
BelL'S Vl~eOJ, ALL or ~nls ares s tou to  De propoeeo ~or wlzaze rneas .  
Tne w~A has ne recorc or mineral proouc~ion in over t2u yea~s. 

we nape  you  will AlSO Incluae Crosaman  Peps ,  Ko ra  ~ ~ou~n ,  K a t e  
Norcn, aria OlOraz~erMountaln. 

Thank you rot your consxce ra~ lon  ~m ~nese  ~s~ers. 

Sincerely, J . • 

Jan lee  C.  LuepKe [ 
3~UA E .  P~ve r  Rose 
Tucson .  A~ o~ ( l o  

/m additional a2 l e t t e r s  were received expressing the sam 

op ln i~  as t ha t  s ta ted  In  l e t t e r  number 102 above. I n  t o t a l ,  83 l e t t e r s  were 

r e l i v e d  e x p r e s s i n g  s u p p o r t  f o r  d e s l K n a t l o n  o f  t h e  I 0  A r l z ~ a  w i l d e r n e s s  s t u d y  

areas i~  t h e  d r a f t  R ~ P - R I S .  S l n ~  t h e s e  l e t t e r s  d d d  n o t  PreSent new d a t a  o~ 

d i s p u t e  e i t h e r  the f a c t s  o r  t h e  ou t come  o f  t h e  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  a n a l y s i s ,  t h e y  

a r e  n o t  r e p r o d u c e d  h e r e .  F o l l ~ i n g  i s  a l l s t  o f  i n d e x  n u m b e r s  a s s i a n e d  to  

these l e t t e r s .  TabLe 6-2 i den t i f i e s  the l e t t e r  ~L ta r s .  

107 129 159 198 336 

Ii0 130 L60 206 337 

1ZI 132 161 267 345 

112 133 163 310 347 

115 134 16~ 315 3~8 

116 137 165 31g 344 

117 138 167 321 35~ 

118 [39 168 323 356 

119 142 170 32~ 357 

121 145 171 325 358 

123 147 175 327 35g 

124 148 179 328 362 

125 150 186 329 363 

126 151 189 331 3~5 

127 152 191 332 367 

128 158 194 334 36B 

3Y0 

103 
I ~ l d  M. C a r r i e ,  
Box 1 0 9 } ,  
E ~ r d ,  0~. 9~22~  
W r e h  2 L ,  1989  

T~m Plenntn.~ L e a d e r ,  
B .L .~' .  
Y a m  d i s t r i c t  C ~ f l c e ,  
Box 56eo, 
Yum,  a~ °9)6A 

3an" I amen: 

F~m t~ "  s te~dpoint  o f  e w in ' e r  v t ¢ l t o )  I do be l ieve tb~ t  %he 
rec rea t i on  e lement,  ene the p re fe r red  e l t e r~ t i ve ,  en~wer 
s e a t  o f  o u r  q u e s t i o n s  e n n c e r n  ng OUr f a t  , r e  . l s i t ~  t c  t ~ l s  
, r ea ,  'de are slweye c~ncerned ~hst business I n t e res t s  i n  
t h e  t r a i l e r  p a r k  f i e l d  a r e  c o n s t a n t l y  p r e s s u r i n g  v s r $ o u a  
l e v e l s  o f  g o v e r n m e n t  t o  c l o s e  down a l l  c a m p i n g  on  F c d e ~ l  
nd $+ste l~nds .  We here seen I% ~eppen in other kreaa end 
w e r e  c o n c e r n e ~  t h e ~  i t  m i g h t  h a p p e n  h e r e .  

Y o . r  p r e f e r r e d  e l t e r m % i v e ,  which w=ule  a l l o w  y o u  t o  e x ~ n d  
%he L ~ A I a  8e %he need arose,  is  our  as*stance tha t  t ~ e r ~  
wi l l  be elmee eve i l e~ le  f o r  us i n  l ye  f u t u re .  I t  would be 
n i c e  i f  bTVAIe  ~o~1~ be d e v e l o p e d  ~n t h e  ~ r k e r  end B u l l h e a d  
c i t y  e r e a r *  

Comoli~ents are due to you en ~ your .~roup tVet  put tozet! er 
l h e  e n t i r e  ~esource ~ n ~ = e ~ e n ~  P l e a .  ~Ith a s  ~ o y  ~ t f f e r e e t  
a r e a s  to be e o w r e d  ' .~ d e t a i l  they d i d  e f~r:t c l a s s  ~nb a n d  
eee~ t~ here covered a l l  of them. Con r~ tu l e t l ons .  

S~ee r e l y ,  

~ o n .  l d  ~.  Carr ie  
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104 

~_~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~  

~: ~-~ ~ ~ . ~  ~-~. 

136 
~m e Rtmo~ SAlem 

q ~ . % . . ~ , ~  ~d b ~  ~ ~ - J ~  ' ~ -  

Letters Received That Were Sim£1ar TO Letter NO. 136 

Five letters were received chat were slmilar to letter number 136 

i n  t ha t  they expressed support  fec de s igna t i on  of all 18 wilderness  study 

a reas  addressed i n  the d r a f t  glS.  Since these  l e t t e r s  did not ptesen~ new 

date or dlspu~e either the facts or the outcome of the envdro~entsl analyels, 

~hey are noc reproduced here .  Following is s t i s t  of  index numbers aos lgned 

to ~hese l e t t e r s .  Table 6-2 i d e n t i f i e s  the l e t t e r  w r i t e r s .  

141 

184 

314 

339 

360 

I I I I  

143 

L e t t e r  143 was a handwritten petition bearing 137 signatsres a,d ~he followln 8 

statement. The statement has been typed verbatim by BD~ for b a t t e r  

reproduct ion  and ease of read$~g in  ~hls EIS. 

P lanninsTeam Leader:  

We are very much a g a l n s t  any more wi lde rness  or  w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t  as 

there  I s  many mi l e s  of pub l i c  land l o s t  to  a l l  but a very smal l  

percent  of the people.  We maln ta ln  t lmr m u l t i p l e  use of land g i v e s  

the greates~ benefit to the greatest ~ber of people.  We want the 

pub l i c  land to  remain as I t  l~ now. 

-]62- 
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WALTER'S CAMP, INC. 

POSTOFFICE BOX 31 
PALO VERDE+ CALIFORNIA 92266 

(619) 8 5 h - ~ 3 2 2  

March 25) 1985 

United States Dept. of Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 
P.O. Box 5680 
Yuma, Arizona 85364 

RMp Team Leader: 

After numerous conversations with B.L.M., I feel a 
definite need to respond to a few matters that we face 
here at ~alter's Camp. 

Due to our p~ticular circumstances and unusual situation 
due primarily to our location, some of the regulations found 
in the Interim Policy Statements are pretty hard core and un- 
livable. For instance, regarding Item #6 - length of stay at 
an R.V. Site; Maxlmt~ of five (5) months. I beleive that B.L.M. 
has revised a plan where people can buy a permit that a/lows 
them ~al eight (8) month stay a~ywhere On Public Lands for a fee 
of $95.00 per year. 

As a ~oncessionair, we have spent a considerable ~ount of 
tlme and money developing this Campground and R.V. park. It is 

i our sincere hope that B.L.M. will seriously reconsider Item #6 
and estend the  visitor stay period in a Campground to nine (9) 
months. Thus~ allowing us to recover ~ore of our investment at 
a more steady rate of income. 

Also) regarding Item /~6, we have ~vinter Visitors that travel 
back and forth from m~y Eastern States baking care of Business 
at home. and then os~ng back to 'ga/ter's Camp to relax at their 
"Home away from Home." Many times they ~e gone for more ths/% 
78 hours because they slghtsee to ~d from their dest~ations. 
We wo~Id hope that B.L.M. WOuld see fit to extend absentses 
from 72 hours to at least 96 hours; allowing travel time at 5~ mph. 
for many Adventuresome Visitors. 

We would like to reiterate that this is not a Permanent 
Residence Park. Our goal. as a/ways, is stil~-~ Family Camp- 
ground and R.V. park. Thank you very much for your reconsideration. 

Frank A. Dokter 
'Nalter's Camp Inc. 
President 
FP/pd 
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~ l l o e t t i x ,  ~.~ izo.~ 88807 

March 12, 1985 

I 

Mr J Darwin Snell, District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
C S Dept. of the Interior 
PO. Box 5680 
Yulaa, AZ 85364 

Dear Da~in: 

Many thanks to you and your staff for going to the trouble 
to arrange the briefing in Phoenix. I'm sorry that we were not able 
to devote more time to your presentation, but I do appreciate the e f fo r t  

AS I recal l ,  we did discuss some concerns about the impact of 
the plan on Parker, especially on the new townsite. I have received a 
lettar from Mayor Sam Davis and mempers of the Parker Town Council 
voicing some of the same concerns. I am enclosing a copy of the letter, 
along with resolutions f~m the Town Councll of Parker. I am in agree- 
• ent with their point of view and per our discussion the other day I 
feel you are too. I would appreciate a co=~nlcation from your office to 
the Mayor and Town Council of Parker which would address these issues 

Thank you for your consideration and cooperation 

ROBERT J, "BOB" McLEt~DOR 
State Representative 

RJM:ph 
Copy to: 
The Honorable Sam Davis 
Mayor of the Town of Parker 
P.0 BOX 609, Parker, AZ 85344 

TOWN OF PARKER 
13M IIIH STREET • PO BOX ~Og • PARKER ARIZONA BS~44 - (60~) 669 9~65 

;'i~ch 5, 1985 

R e p r e s e n t a t x v e  Bob ~ : C l e n d o n  
%700 West  W a s h t n g t m  
Phoenix, Arlz~a 25007 

D e ~  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e  McClendon: 

The Parker COc~mcn C~nc~l has reviewed the Ydma District ~es~rce 
M~a~ement Plan ~nd Env~onmental [=pact Statement Draft, attended 
several of the ~ubl!c he~ings pertainlng to the Study and wish to 
voice their objections T+O the proposed changes. 

This letter is Lztended to be a f~mal protest to Issue 5: Rights- 
of-Way (Utility C~ridcrs) and Issue 7: Wilderness (Wilderness 
Study Areas Cac~s Plain) as they pertain to the To~ of Parker. 

It appe~s the preferred alternative of the sLw alternatives pre- 
sented is the one ~ost likely to be rec~Lmended f~ adoption by 
the B~eau of La=: .~:ana~ement. While this is the better of the 
alternatives presented, it will never the less have a signlficant 
impact upon the =~n and its future ~owth. 

The T~ of Parksr, Ariz~a was incorporated as a t~sh~p in June 
~948. It enc~.:~sses one 41] square mile, is s~r~nded on three 
{3) sides by the Zolorado ~iver Indian Tribes Reservation and the 
Col~ado Rxver cz the f~tb si~e. Thus gr~th, ec~ic develop- 
ment and a~exBL~zn of c~ntiguous land was not p~sible. 

Studies made by z~e University of Arizona, To:son in 1978 and 1982 
revealed ~hose sections OF land located in Township g h~th, Sang~ 
]g West of the 6LIa ant Salt ~iver Base and Meridian, La Paz County, 
/LPizona were the zost feasible l~ds to annex due to the p~oxlmi~y 

the T~. ~-%nexati~ proceeolngs were institute6 in 1981 pur- 
suant to Arizona .Revised Statutes 9-%71(I). The annexation was 
approved by the Snare of Arizona April 9, 198~. 

Tne Town has to date expended mote bh~ $95,000+00 to expedite the 
steps necessary Lo allow ~hem to proceed with this project. 

Objections to Issue 5: BightS-of-Way (Utility CoPrid~s) the preferPed 
alternative of the ~es~¢e Management Pl~ calls f~ a ~e (II mile 
utility cocrid~ in the ~ea identified as 5-1&A/B Cactus Plain that 
would cut t i ~ n  the center c~" the To~ (UC-D}. {JC-6C alternative 

ra&e 2 
I.;arcb 5, lgg5 

would take a He (1l mile s~rip of l ~ d  f r ~  the eastern bOUndary of 
the Town limits ruling From the n~thern most to the southern most 
edge of the T~. If the proposed utility cc~ridcr De-De was moved 
one (1} mile to the east, it w~ld bs out of the Town 1Lairs. A 
more appropriate ecrrid~ would be one that parallels the Central 
Ar izona Project. 

Objection to Issue 7: SpeCial Management and Wilderness Study Areas, 
the alternatives a s  defined would place approximately ~e half of 
the ToM into the Special Mana~ement/Wi]derness Study Area. This 
w~id s e v e r e l y  h~per My p r o j e c t e d  grOwth ~ development f~ the 
Town. A better alternative would be to stop the Special M~agement/ 
Wilderness Study Areas at the eastern bo~dary lines of the Town. 

We request you send a letter to the B~eau of Land Management voicing 
yo~ objecti~ to the Y~a District Resource M~agement Plan ~d 
EnvZro~ental Impact Statement ~d the alternatives as ~tlined. We 
would also appreciate a copy of y~r ~etter to be included in o~ 
files. 

Sincerely, 

Mayc~ 

Vice Mayor 

C ~ n c  l l ~ a n  

Rober ta Hof fm~ 
ci es 

LaVell F~ Int" 
COUncilman 

CoJnci~an 
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PROCLAMATION OF T~E TOWN OF PARKER 

Recitals: 

l. That the Town of Parker was established in 1908 and 
incorporated in 1948 as a Town in accordance with the laws of the 
State of Arizona. 

2. That the Town of Parker annex certain lands in LaPaz County 
and that tBe office of the Attorney General of the State of 
Arizona supplied the Town on April 9, 1984 with certification 
of annexation. A copy of that certificate and the supporting 
documents including the ordinance No. 179 of the Town of Pa~ker 
and a map of the area involved is attached hereto and 
incorporated by reference in its entirety. 

3. That the Unites States Department of Interior, Bureau of band 
Management, Yuma District, has prepared a draft resource 
management plan and environmental impact statement [RMP-EIS) for 
future management options for approximately l,lg2,OOO acres of 
federal lands administered by the Bureau of Land Management 
through its Yuma D~strlct Office, Yuma, Arizona. That the plan 
focuses on resolving seven resource management issues: 

Wildlife Habitat, Special Management Areas, Grazing, 
Land ownership Adjustment, Rights-of-way, Recreation, 
and Wilderness. 

4. That map No.8 of the maps s~pporting said plan and impact 
statement sets forth utility corridors of up to a mile in width. 
That gC-8 and SC-TB, are utility corridors which run through the 
heart of the area annexed by the Town of Parker. 

5. That the presence of a utility corridor up to amiee in w~dth 
in either UO-8 or UC-TB would c~use irreparable damage tothe 
Town in its development of the annexed area. 

6. That the Town of Parker has expended since Aprilt 1978: in 
excess of $95,000.00 In development of said townslte and has 
committed itself for a substantial additional sum Incident to 
further developing said area. 

7. That the Town of Parker respectfully requests that the said 
utility corridor be placed to the east outside of said corporate 
limlts of said Town. 

8. That the Town of Parke~ wholeheartedly endorses the Score 400 
off-road race over DLM lands and the existing course site since 
the Town is a benefactor as is the area in general toLhe economic 
benoflts generated by said race. 

Therefore, the Town of Parker upon motion duly made and passed at 
a regularly scheduled Council Meeting of the Common Council of 
the  Town of Parker, states as follows: 

I. That the draft resource management plan and environmentml 
impact statement take into account the presence of the area 
annexed by the Town. 

2. That the plan he ravlsed in such a w a y  as to circumvent the 
Town, 

3. That the Town go on formal record with the United States 
Department of Interior, Bureau of Land Management as 
wboleheartedly endorsing the Score 400 off-road race over BLM 
lands and existing course site since the Town is a benefactor as 
is the area In general, as to the economic benefits generated by 
said race. 

4. That OODles of this Proclamation be sent by the Town Manager 
to those officials who might have some Input with regard to 
helping the Town grow and prosper and that they be encouraged as 
well as all others Interestede to make comments on the draft 
resource management plan and environmental impact statement as 
requested in said plan and that comments be made in a timely 
fashion, namely on or before April 19, 1985. 

Dated this 5th day of  March, 1985. 

Sam Pavi~, Rayor 

154 BOB McCLENDON 

CLYDE CUMING 
OFFICE 0F THE 

~ RedondoBOARD OF SUPERVISORSsquare YU[;:. ,.~ z 0~ PAT CONNE R 

F.O. s0~ ms , . ~  ,w~ J?L~o~ ~ 
Yuma, Arizona 85364 
Phone 7824534 

March 20, 1985 

Mr. Alan Belt 
guma Pro3ects office 
Bin 12487 
Yuma, AZ 85365 

Dear Mr. Belt: 

YUma County has received a letter dated March 5, 1985, from 
the Mayor and Council of the Town of Parker, and I am respondi,g 
at the request of Chairman Clyde Cuming. The letter identifies 
an objection to some proposed changes in the Yuma District 
ResourGe Management Plan and EnVironmental Impact Statement 
Draft. 

Although Yuma County will not be directly affected by the 
concerns identified in the Proclamation of the Town of parker to 
the Bureau of Land Management, we do feel it necessary to present 
an objection on behalf of Yuma County for the Tow, of Parker. 

Sincerely, 

Andrew O. Torres 
County Administrator 

AOT:bmp 

co: ToWn of Parker 
Clyde Cuming 

l MAU ~ 5  ~ 
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1~Q,5OC3 ACRE~ I .~CATEO ALONG COLQRADD RJVER 

PALO VERDE IRRIGATION DISTRICT 

Omee Address ~ Madiag Addmse 
l~O West 14th A%,QRIIU yYf~.~.'I'~Tw~ P,O. Box 1199 
B yule California ~ Elylho, Catlfornia 922~ 

T¢[cp~one 619 922"3144 

March 27, 1985 

Planning Team Leader 
United States Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Land ~ g e m e n t  
Yu~ District  Office 
POSt Office Box 5980 
Y~n~ AZ 85564-0697 

RE: Comments on Draft Yu~a District Resource Management 
Plan and Environmental Impact Statement issued 
danuaw, 1985 

Dear Planning Team Leader: 

Pale Verde Irrigation District ~intains a system of canals 

and open gravity drains In the Pale Verde Valley along the 
Colorado River in Riverside and I~perial Counties, California, 

The M~nagem~it Plan and Envirom~ntal Impact State~nt does not 
indicate what affects, if any. this plan has on PVID maintenance 

programs for our canals and drains. 

Maps ~2, #3, H4, and ~5 on pages 42 thru 90 show "Pale Verde 

Weir". ]his is in error since 1987. ]his should be 

'Talc Verde Diversion Dam". This is in Section 19, TSS, 

RZ4D, SBB~H, Riverside County Calif. 

Maps #2 - #1O, #6, #7, #8, and #9 do not show Pals Verde 
Diversion Dam. 

I~rmger 

~ / e l c  
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March 25,1985 
Pals Verde.Ca. 

~arwln Snell Dist. Manager 
B.L.M. Yum~ DisC, 
Yuma. Ariz° 8516~ 

Gentleman~ 

At a recent meeting Of t h e  Pals Verde Valley Red & Gun Executive 
Board the following was passed- 

We ree~o~end the same classification as proposed by the Riverside 
Dis%riot o£ Bureau of Land Management be continued through the Puma 
DIS%Tire portion of M~ipltas Wash ~lear to the Colorado River. This 
plan should be informative enough to the users of Off-road vehicles 
%0 protect Wildlife. This p l a n  doesnot ~ive adequate protection to 
• h e  deer in the are~, 
Thereforemwe recommend that critical deer areas be identified and 
g i v e n  protection under wildlife management plan.. 
We recommend that as ~ureau of Land Management have re~ched their 
llmlt in saturation on the Colorado ~iver we don't believe any more 
r e c r e a t i o n  is necessary. 
We recommend That access into multiple use areas should be restricted 
%o d e s i g n a t e d  r o a d s  a n d  ~raill. mlso e n f o r c e m e n t  m e a s u r e s  should b e  
d e v e l o p e d  s o  v i o l a t o r s  c a n  b e  p r o s e c u ¢ e d ,  We f e e l  B u r e a u  o f  Land  
Management efforts tO improve wildlife habitat shouls continue and 
a d d i t i o n a l  actions are warranted. 
We recommend %hey wore with Fish and Game officials on violation of 
sites o~ re - vsge ta t i on ,  
• Wildlife Management area should be designated, which was the ori~nal 
W.S,A. and that boundary should be extended northward to opposite Cibola 
Lake, 
We reco~aend the cus%odi~l @~aziu~ lease he abolished as soon as possible 
We s u p p o r t  y o u r  p l a n  on  i r o n w o o d  g a t h e r i n g  a n d  h o p e  i t  l s  e n f o r c e d ,  We 
also support the ~iv._.ee month occupancy limit 

Respectfully. 

~Page President 
PA~O VERDE VALLEY ROD & GUN CLUB., 

It is our understanding Allen Bell will he ~gaest at our Aorll ~th 
meeting. 

ImUC~ I£BBI~ 

ii 

~ t a t e  ~ . ~ b  ~ e F a ~ n t  

,121 w t l l  ADaMI 

April l ,  1985 

Mr. j. Ds~In Snell 
Dis~rlet Manager. ~ District 
United S~ates Bure~ of Land 
Ha~gem~n~ 
Post office Box 5680 
Y ~ .  Arlz~a 85364-0697 

Dear Hr. Snell: 

This is Ks co~Ifi~ for the record the Land Depar~m~'s cements on the 
Y~ Dis~rlet Resource Manag~ent plan  and Envlro~ental Impact Stat~ent 
~ha~ were discussed in ~r several meetings on the Pl~. 

The Land Departm~t is wltli~ 8 to ~ransfer to BLM mos~ or all of ~he 
Sta t e  s ec t i ons  t ha t  you have l d ~ t ~ f i e d  for  a c q u i s i t i o n .  There a re  
s~eral parcels we ~y want to retaln for possible future development. 
and we will discuss the specifics with you during a follo~p meeting. 
which we will zr~ to schedule with you sometime within the ne~t several 
months, 

We are  i n t e r e s t e d  in  acqu i r i ng  most of the p u b l i c  lands  i n  your proposed 
d i s p o s a l  a reas ,  and w i l l  plan to  i d e n t i f y  these lands  in  t ha t  meeting.  

Our only request  for  s i g n i f i c a n t  modification of the Plan r e l a t e s  to  the 
Pittsbur 8 Point area ~nd the issue of retention and ~nag~en~ of lands 
occupied by recreation concessions or leases. AS you know, we want to 
acquire about llSO acres in the Plttsburg Point area at Lake Havasu City 
t ha t  a r e  currently under l o n g - t e ~  l e a s e  to the S ta t e  Parks Board ~ d  its 
sub lessees  and concessionaires. We ask that the Prefer red  Al~e~ative 
be ~dlfied to  provide for  transfer of thls land to the State, 

We appreciate the opportunity to review this comprehensive planning docu- 
ment. and took £o~ard to eompletlng the land exchange transactions that 
will be of signiglcan~ ~tual benefits to the ~nagement objectives of 

~ ~ w o  agen. ~s" 

a e a s s  oner 

ca :  Arizona S ta t e  Clear inghouse  
tTOO West Washington S t r e e t ,  Room 505 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
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B u n s ~  C. WOHLFOaD I]c~:"FDFRICT_ 

Z.¢o.o,oo, c .~ .~, . . , ° . .  

yU~4,', , . zO I IA  
March 29, 1985 

Hr. J .  D a ~ i n  S n e l l ,  
D i s t r i c t  l ianager 
O. S. Department of I n t e r i o r  
Bureau of Land Hanagement 
P o. Dox 5680 
Yuma, AZ 85364 

Dear Mr. Snell: 

| I~ February, ~e were n o t i f i e d  of the ¥ ~  D i s t r i c t  Resource I ~nagement  Plan publ ic  hea r i ng  because we l ea se  a smal l  pa rce l  
of  land near the Colorado River in  Sect ion 28 T o ~ s h l p  9 RHd 24 
West from the Depargment of  I n t e r i o r  under per~i~ s e r i a l  # IA- 
30 (A) i n  ¥ ~ a  Val ley  near  8th S t r e e t  and S~ec ton  Avenue. Our 
l e g a l  d e s c r i p t i o n  i s  Sect ion 0028 ~ OO6 F.NG 024 Lot i and SEA 
RE 6 szc 28 8 24 62.3 AC 5.62 AC R/W 8,84 AOL. The Depa¢tment 
of I n t e r i o r  pa rce l  i s  cont iguous to our proper ty  and we inco rpora t e  
it an pa r t  of our overall fa~tng opera t ion ,  

I would l i k e  to purchase t h i s  pa rce l  of  land from the Department 
oP I n t e r i o r  to  unify our fa~ing opera t ion ,  Would your Depertment 
give  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  to this proposal  at a p r i c e  t ha t  ~ e t 8  
Department of I n t e r i o r  g u i d e l i n e s ?  

P~ease give t h i s  mat te r  your cons ide ra t lo~  and advise  me of 
your decision at your convenience, 

~"" 2 IgOS 

Burner F, Wobl~ord '  

180 
Havas~ Heights Ranch and Development Corporc, tio,, 

April 3, 1985 

Mr. d. Darwin Snell 
Yuma Distr ict Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
P.O. Box 5680 
Yuma, Arizona 85364-0697 

Dear Mr. Snell : 

He have read the Environmental Impact Statement for the lower Colorado River 
Valley and attended the public hearing in person at Lake Harass City, and 
comment as follows. 

We are pleased with the approach of the ']planning team" to identi fy specific 
areas for controlled management plans. I t  appears that i t  would be in the 
best interests of al l  concerned to have specific plans for the various areas. 

Our corporation is the holder of two Bureau of Land Management Grazing 
Allotments ; e.g. 8avasu Heights Berth Allotment and Davasu Heights South 
Allotment. These allotments have been designated ephemeral range. 

We hereby express our opinion in favor of maintaining the Ephemeral Range 
Program for the following reasons: 

1) The program keeps long standing ranch units as a whole, with 
lessees available to put ]ands to use with the approval of 
the Bureau of Land Management as desired. 

2) The program provides a degree of control for lands which 
otherwise might have no specific use or be considered open. 

3) I t  provides a degree of protection or monitoring of lands 
over those who would be careless or destructive, 

4) The program provides the opportunity to cement on proposed 
useage should e portion of the lands be requested for mining 
claims, mineral removal, sanitary land f i l l ,  wi]derness, 
resldential, or airport useage. 

5) I t  provides for orderly transit ion by concerned ]assess by 
having preferential rlghts to lease acquired lands from the 
SPate of Arizona. 

We are pleased with the department's endeavor to establish useful and practical 
plans for management of the lands in the Lower Colorado River Valley. We wi l l  
cooperate with the department for good land management wherever possible 
through trade of our private lands, management of our leased lands, and in 
planning for further use or development. 

Yours sincerely, 
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Mr. d.  Da~in Snell 
April 3,  1985 
Page Two 

Havasu Heights Ranch and O e v e l o p ~ n t  Corporation 

Robert E. glem 
P~sident 

/ g j d  

1 ~  H I G H W A Y S  D I V I S I O N  

206SouthSsvent~nlhAvenus PhOenix, Arizona 85037 

B.voe eAee,rr 

w,w*~ * oaow~v C.~LeS c M:Lt~. 
c,,~,*, A p r i l  4. 1985 S,,IeE.g,~, 

Mr. Dennis Turowskl, Planning Team Leader 
Bureau of Land H a n a g ~ s n t  
Yu~ Dlstrlct Office 
P. o. Box 5680 
Yuma, A r i z o n a  85364-0697 

Re: v r a f t  Yuma D i s t r i c t  
Resource Management Plan 
and Environmental Impact 
Statement 

Dear Mr. Turowski: 

Thank you for the opportunity to co~enc on the referenced doeum~t. The 
fo l lowing  c o . e n o s  have been coordinated through our D i s t r i c t  111 Engineer ,  
Rlghc-of-Way, Materials Section, and Transportation Planning Division. 

The R~P/EIS p re f e r r ed  a l t e r n a t i v e  does not  appear to  represen t  a significant 
change i n  t h e  agenc ies  planning o r  r e s o u r c e  ~ n a g e m e n t  p h i l o s o p h y .  The s t a t e  
hlghway system does not appear to be impaeted by the preferred alternative, 
Projects on the Arizona S-Year Construction Program wlthln the counties of 
La Paz, Hohave and Yu~ will not be affected by R~/EIS proposals* Addi t ion-  
a l l y  standard highway ~intenanoe actlvltles will not be a f f e c t e d .  

The State Leglslacure i s  now considering a new accelerated const~ctlon program 
for highways. ~nder this progr~, considerable work is proposed for u . s .  95 
from Yu~ to Interstate ~O. The s p e c i a l  management p r e s c r i p t i o n  proposed i n  
the P34~ for  Natural AreaNA-2 (Aubrey Hills) may restrict the location of new 
~terlals p i t s ,  Restrictions on the avallabfElty o f  const~etlon materials 
adjacent to future projects coeld increase construction costs. 

The W11derness proposal for Cactus Plain does not appear to affect 9.R.72. 
As the reco~et~datlon calls for a 1/4 mile pulp back from existfng right-of- 
way ADOT does not anticipate any conflicts with highway maintenance or drain- 
age work. 

The designation of utility corridors along state highway routes should not 
impact the highways. The width of the  corridors appears  sufficient t o  allow 
flexibility In loeatln 8 new utilities and reducEng entrenchments on the road- 
~ays. The Land Ownersh ip  Adjustment proposals may a f f e c t  ADOT In te~ of 
f u t u r e  r i g h t - o f - w a y  a c q u i s i t i o n s .  As o ~ e r s h l p  t r a n s f e r s  t o  t h e  S t a t e  o r  
private coneer~s ~he cost to ADOT for acquisltlon is likely to increase. 

® 

ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
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Hr. Dennis Turowskl 
Page 2 
a p r i l  ~, 1985 

rn s u ~ r y ,  the P~ /EIS  p r e f e r r s d  a l t e r n a t i v e  w i l l  not  impact cu r ren t  ABOT 
programs or planned p r o j e c t s  and w i l l  have only minimal a f f e c t  on fu tu re  
p r o j e c t s .  I f  ADOT Environmental Planning Se rv ices  can he of any a d d i t i o n a l  
a s s i s t a n c e  p l e a s e  c o n t a c t  M i k e  ~awson at 255-8638, 

Very Truly yours ,  

Envlron~ental Planning Bemires 

PAS :HRD:kJ 

r e :  B. Dart 
Don Smith. District 1II  Engineer 
Jerry Noble, R/N 
Don Mercer ,  Materlals 

~ r ~  ~ ~ t  cskm=la~ 
U ~ l ~ m r ~ o M  

1 

INTERNATIONAL BOUNDARY AND WATER COMMISSION 

U N I T E D  S T A T E S  A N D  MEXICO 
, e w e  S m L m . G  
~110 mS s e a r s  

EL eASO, T E X m  7 . o z  

APR 5 ~B5  

g. 8. Department of  the I n t e r i o r  
Bureau of  Land Manag~ent 
Y ~  D i s t r i c t  Of Eice 
P.o .  Box 5680 
Yu~, gr lzona  85364 

ATTS= J. Da~In  S n e l l ,  D i s t r i c t  Hanager 

Dear Mr. S n e l l l  

We a p p r e c i a t e  your l e t t e r  and d r a f t  reporb " ¥ ~  D i s t r i c t  Resource ~nagenenc  
Plan and Environmental Impact S t a c ~ e n t  n, January 1985 and acco rd ing ly  provEde 
our review e ~ s n t s .  

The International ~oundacy and Water Commission, United States and Mexico, is 
charged by the 1944 Treaty and by subsequent agreements conta ined In Minutes 
195, 197, 208~ 209 and 217 for  the ope ra t i on  and maintenance of Morales D ~  
and the  f l o o d w a y  o f  t h e  Co lo rado  R i v e r  t h r o u g h  t h e  l i m i t r o p h e  f rom t h e  reach 
Norther ly  Z n t e ~ a t t o n a l  Boundary t o  the Souther ly  I n t e ~ a t i o n a l  Boundary near  
San Lute. 

The in terna t iona l  o b l i g a t i o n  i s  p e r f o ~ e d  by ~ork forces  of both the U.S. and 
Mexican Sect ions  so t h a t  the floodway work i s  d iv ided  e q ~ U y  between the two 
c o u n t r i e s .  

By agreement desigl~ f lood flow Is  140,000 cfa and to insu re  the f ree  passage 
of such f lood waters  the c ~ l s s t o n  ~ i n t a l n s  a c l ea red  floodway 700 fee t  wide 
t ha t  s t r add le6  the 1 ~  flow channel of the Colorado River.  This a c t i v i t y  i s  
p e r i s h e d  annua l ly  except  i n  per iods  of  f lood  flows. 

Since this vo~k  has been perfo~d for ~ny years we do not perceive any 
chang a iu  our a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  would impact on your p lane.  

However we ask that your r epor t  r e f l e c t  our o b l i g a t i o n s  and a c t i v i t i e s  and 
t h a t  the Bureau oE Land Hauagement p lans  not  Impact on our e x i s t i n g  
i n t e r n a l  £onal agreements.  

S ince re ly ,  

~ o ~  D .D .  McSo,Iy # 
P r i n c i p a l  Engineer  s S u p e ~ l s i n g  
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LE'FFERS 

PARKER ARIZONA 85344 TELEPHONE 160216692174 

LA ~Z  COUmV 

April 8, 1985 

J, Darwin Snell, 
Olstrict Hanager 
Yu~ District Office 
P8 Box 5680 
Yuma, Arizona 85364-D697 

Dear Hr. Snell: 

The board of directors of the Parker Area Chamber of Commerce has reviewed the 
Yuma District Resource E1anagment Plan and Environmental mpact Statement Draft 

AS you know, we attended the public hearing in Lake Havasu and made a statement 
regarding the Parker Score 400 and the economic value of this event to our area. 
We support the Parker Score 400 ful ly and continue to invest many, many hours and 
any of our faci l i t ies that are needed for this event along working with the Havasu 
Resource Area Office to improve the event each year, 

We have toiked with the members of the Parker Town Council regarding the rights-of- 
Hay Issues, specifically the u t i l i t y  corridors and Ylilderness study area - Cactus 
P la i n .  

I t  i s  our  understandinq t ha t  i f  u t i l i t y  co r r i do r  UE-EB could be moved one (1 
mile to the east, thls'corridor would then be total ly out of  the area the Town 
of Parker is in the process of annexing for addltional lands for the Town Further 

i i f  the Special i~naaement i111derness Study Area ended at the eastern boundary 
of the Town's annexatlon area, the Town would then have no loss of lands and could 
proceed with their annexation process. 

The Parker Area Chamber of Commerce is in support of the Town of Parkers Common 
Council position and request that the UC-EB corrider be moved one ( l )  mile to the 
east and that the Cactus Plain Wilderness Study Area end at the eastern boundary 
of the Town annexation area. 

Thank you for this opportunity to review the Hanag~ent Plan and to ~ake our 
concerns known to you.  

You r~d t~ ,~< ry  t r u  

Execut ive D i r ec to r  CC: Parker Town Counci l  
For the Board o f  Directors OR;d 

~EN IN THE PARKER ~ BE SURE TO ~EE 
* PARKER DAM The Wond's Deepest Oam 
* BUCKSKIN M? STARE PARK 5~t,~..roping, Iishie~ sW,,ng ,* $ ~n¢  mauntam ~,tir, g 

- ~"E C6~O~00 "~  tNO~ lineAL COU~C~ ¢HAMBE.S. UB.A,y ~O MUSEUM 
e JOIN US FOR THE Pa~etEndu~S~re~ lnn~.u~Racsa~othetann~l .~  

April 9, 1985 

M r .  J.D. Snell 
Bureau of Land Management 
Yuma DIBtrlot Office 
P.O. BOX 5688 
Yuma, Arizona 85384 

Dear Mr. Snell: 

I enclose my comments on the Draft Yuma District RNP. While I 
strongly support much of the Draft, I was disappointed with three 
general areas: livestock grazing, riparian management, and a 
general lack of specificity with regard to the "priority wildllfe 
a r e a s . "  

I wish I had time for a more complete set of responses, but it 
seems that a lot of uther things are in the hopper at the same 
time. Thanks for the opportunity. 

S t e v e  J o h n s o n  

SOUTHWEST OFFICE: 13795 N COMe DRIVE, TUCSON ARIZONA 85741 • (602) 297-1434 

NATIONAL OFFICE: 1244 NINETEENTH STREET, EW • WASHINGTON,  DC 20036 • {202} 65g-g510 

TO: J. D. SHELL, ELM YUMA DISTRICT OFFICE 

FROM: STEVE JOHNSON, SOUTHWEST REP, DEFENDERS OF WILDLIFE 

SHBJBCT: COMHENTS ON TEE DRAFT YUMA DISTRICT RMP 

RIPARIAN AREAS: 

Approximately 25,000 acres are to De managed as "priority wild- 

llfe areas." What does this mean, specifically? Elsewhere it is 

stated that wildlife habitat would be a priority consideration on 

approximately 248,840 acres unde¢ the Proposed RMP. What is the 

difference between the two? Will either or both of the above 

areas be grazed by livestock? IE so, I submit that there are no 

ways to mitigate livestock impacts on wildlife habitat in an aCes 

of so little rain and such great fragillty. 

Does the BLM plan to fence off ~ riparian habitat from cattle? 

Based on my own observatlon~ all over the a¢id southwest, I do 

not believe that placement of water, salt, or any other manage- 

ment techniques will prevent cattle from overusing riparlan 

habitat. 2n much of the southwest, riparian areas are the only 

places that have any forage. 

I According to Dr. Robert Ohmart of ASH, the largest contiguous 

stand of willow-cottonwood habitat in the Yuma RMP area is only 

TO acreQ. Does the BLM envision efforts to the size any ezpand 

of these critical willow-cottonwood areas? Many of the species 

of wlldllfe llsted as rare, endangered, uncommon, etc. are highly 

SOUTHWEST OFFICE: 13795 N COMO DRIVE, TUCSON, AR IZONA 85741 • {602) 297-1434 

NAT IONAL  OFF CE 1244 N NETEENTH STREET, ~W • WASHINGTON,  DC 20036 • (202) 6sg 9510 

I depen0ent upon this riparian resource. I would llke to see specl- 

fles in the Final NMP on BLMts plans on riparian enhancement and 

protection. 

The Lower Colorado River is now believed to harhor one of the 

largest populatlon remnants of the Western Yellow-Billed Cuckoo, 

4 which iB one of the ten wildllfe species chosen by Defenders of 

Wildlife for special emphasls(see enclosed packet}. Consequently, 

I am most interested in specifics on how the Yuma District RMP 

w£11 benefit the Cuckoo in particular. 

GRAZING: 

I noted that the four perennial-ephemeral allotments contain 

about 328 cattle on a year-'round basis(3,941 ArM's divided by 

12). This means that about 1,117 acres are needed, on average, 

per cow per year. This is rldiculous. Why bother? At today's 

AUM price of $1.35, BLM gets $5,320 in grazing fees, or less than 

1.5 cents per acre per year. While I reallze that grazing is one 

of the multiple uses of the public land, it is not possible to 

5 run cattle all year on such arid land without severely damaging 

the potentlal fur a I luther multiple uses, especlally wildlife. 

On p. 57, the Plan states that when the galleta grass is dormant 

and unpalatable, livestock must "...depend on annuals and avail- 

able browse for forage." Wouldn't this result in competition 

with deer? Yet, on p. 72, it is stated that "There is little 

competition between deer and domestic livestock." If cattle are 

on allotments all year(as with the P-E allotments), there would 
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I I I I 

I have to be competition with deer, and with many other species 

also, 

Please explale the elroumstanoes i, which supplemental feeding 

would facilitate "...achieving the overall management objectives 

for the Cactus Plain area." In my opinion, supplemental feeding 

is very destructlve of multiple use values, as it keeps livestock 

i n  where they could nob otherwise survive. Both present areas 

natlve plants and wildlife are at a low ebb duzlng such times, 

and are extremely vulnerable. I do not believe that supplemental 

feeding is ever appropriate on ou~ public lands. If there is no 

natural feed out there, the cattle should be removed. 

Wlth regard to the Special Ephemeral Rule(p.261), are there 

specific requlremenhs that a minimum amount of such ephemeral 

forage be left for wildlife? As you may know, the desert 

tortoise is highly dependent upon such plants. Is there a 

minimum requirement in pounds per acre that mush be present 

before cattle are released onto the land? 

I I 

1~ Central Arizona Water Conservation District 
23636 NORTH 7TH $TREE~ 
PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85024 

April 8, 1985 

U.S. Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 
Yuma District Office 
P.O. BOX 5680 
Yuma, AZ 85364-g697 

ATTENTION: Mr. J. Darwin Snell, District Manager 

Dear Mr, Snell: 

These comments are directed toward the communications sites as 
discussed in the draft of the Yuma District Resource Management 
Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. 

The Central Arizona water Conservation District (CAWCD), 
Electronics Branch, supports the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 
plan,ing process and objectives for the Yuma District, 

CAWCD is the Operations and Maintenance contractor for the 
Central Arizona Project (CAP). The CAWCD Electronics Branch is 
actively assisting the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, Power 
Division, in the development of the CAP communications systems. 
Our assistance includes englneerlng, procurement, installation 
and maintenance of a large multiple site microwave system, under- 
ground cable, and Programmable Supervisory Control System, along 
with mobile and telephone systems which cover the southern half 
of Arizona. 

The major area of our concern with tee plan relates to the 
communlcations sites. If the report is taken literally, there 
will only be a maximum of eight communlcatlons sites allowed in 
the Yuma District, If all co~unicaflons users are restricted to 
these eight sites in the Tuma District, we cannot properly manage 
the use of the radio spectrum. The radio spectrum is also a 
limited natural resource and must he managed wisely or those who 
need t o  cor~uunlcate will not b e  able to do so. 

Efficient radio spectrum management requires each user to use 
only enough transmitter power to cover the area needed. 
Additional efficiency can be obtained by using the cellular 
technique. This is done by installing low-powered radio 
transmitters every few miles in small cells and alternating the 

,I 

Communications Sites 
Page 2 

frequencies used. This allows each frequency to be reused every 
few miles and allows multiple conversations where previously only 
one could exist. The limitation of 8 communications sites would 
limit the application of a cellular system. 

The term conuuunications site is a vague term and is interpreted 
differently by dlffersnt organizations. It would be most helpful 
if the BLM study team would review the following types of 
co~unications facilities to determine which ones are to be 
considered a communications site and which ones are not. A 
proper definition could then he placed in the Yuma District's 
plan glossary to clarify this matter, 

Also, it would be helpful to know how BLM would handle requests 
for the development of the following types of co~unicatlons 
facilities: 

MICROWAVE REFLECTOR: Similar to a billboard sign in construc- 
tion, they range from 10'{h) x 16'(w) to 40'(h) x 60'(w). They 
can be installed by helicopter and require minimal maintenance, 
normally only once or twice a year. 

NELICOPTEB DROP STATION: Consisting of one or two weather-proof 
cabinets, approximately 2' x 0' x 4' or 6' high, a few solar 
panels and one or two antennas. AI~ of the equlpmenf is 
deliverod to the site by a helicopter. A small cement pad is 
installed to set the equipment on, or in some cases, the 
equipme,h is set on the rocks and secured by guy wires consected 
to anchors driven in the mountain. Normal maintenance is once or 
twice a year and a helicopter is used for transporting the 
technicians and their test egslpment. 

SINGLE USER SITE: Consists of a single tower, generator, 
possible solar panels and/or a power line to the site with a 
chain llnk fence to enclose the area, This site could be 
helicopter access only, or it might have an access road. 

MULTI-USER SITE: A Communications site which is shared by a 
number of independent users. Each user is assigned a plot of 
ground where he constructs a building, tower, generator, sod/or 
power llne. The common access road and powerline connects to 
each of the users' sites. 

It is our opinion that only the multl-user sites should be 
defined as con%munications sites, and limited as per the Yuma 
District Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact 
Statement (Draft). The other types of communications facilities 
described above should not be restricted, but should be 
considered on an indlvidual basis. 
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We would like to thank the Yuma District of the Bureau of Land 
Management for this opportunity to con%most on your resource 
management plan, 

Tom C. Clark 
General Manager 

JES/skm 

co: Mr. James May 
Area Manager 
Navasu Resource Area Office 
3189 Sweetwater Avenue 
Lake Bavasu City, A2 86403 
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N..~ P.~ • c%~,. t .  ~ D .  

1701 E ~ h ~ m ~  Street. N.W.- W~hm~ D.C. 
T u g ' ,  ZOHA 

.~eL~ o. sm~e, 

s o ~ e m "  a c .~oRsm 
So~6~ 
Ce~onwooe. AZ86326 

P l - - - ~ - ~  T e a m  L e a d e r  
Yu~a D l | t r t e t  Of T i e e  
Dureau o f  LaDd Management 
P.O.  b o x  5680 
Yu~a. A r l z o n a  8536~ 

D e a r  S i r l  

A p r i l  13 ,  1985 

R ~ :  D r a f t  Y ~  D i s t r i c t  
8MP& EIS 

(202) z 6 ~ 7  

w e  a p p r e c i a t e  ~he o p p o r t u n i t y  ~o e o ~ e n t  b r i e f l y  on  
t h e  w i l d e r n e s s  aspect o9 t h e  D r a f t  T~a District Resource 
Managemen t  P l a n  & E n v i r o ~ e n t a l  I m p a c t  S t a t e m e n t .  

Concs~n£ the one wilderness stUdy area wl~ieh is recom- 
mended suitable fo~ wllde~ess, Nation~l P~ks & Conse~ntlon 
£ssoelatlon abTees t ha t  t h i s  area qualifies as ~tlonally 
s i ~ n i f i e ~ t - . w i ~ h  i t s  unusual s % a b i l l z e d  du~e  e c o l o g y - - a n d  a s  
w o r t h y  of' t h e  k i n d  o f  p ~ t e e t i o n  w h i c h  t h e  Nationz~ M i l d e r -  
mess  P r e s s ~ a t i o n  S y s t ~  c a n  a f f o r d ,  we do q u e s t i o n  t h e  
m a n a d g e a b i l i t y  o f  t h e  8 r e a . . . e s p e c i a l l y  a l o n g  t h e  w e s t e r n  end  
where i t  appears there'd be l i t t l e  i n  the way o f  a n y  n a t ~ a l  
Teethes d e £ t n i n g  the wilderness boundary. We question follow- 
in~ s t r ~ 1 6 h t  section lines, and h o p e  that t h e  wilde~ess c a n  
b e  c ~ T r i e d  a l l  t h e  way t o  t h e  w e s t e x ' n  s d ~  o f  t h e  ~ S & . . . t o  %he 
p e w e r l i n e .  

~e~di~ other IdUAs, notably S v a n s e a ,  Mu~ns~ and t h e  
T r i ~ o  H o t u l t ~ L m ~  n ~ i t s ,  may we u r g e  t h a t  a n  a t t e m p t  b e  ~ d @  t o  
ass~ble • ~TOUp of interested, k~ewled~eable. ~nd artl¢~tlate 
indl~d~, representi~ t h e  environment~l. ~ r a z i n ~ ,  a n d  ~Iking 
p o i n t s  o f  view--much as we s u c c e e d e d  in d o t n ~  f o r  t h s  & r l z o n a  
S t r i p  District wilde~esso Such a group, we bslie~s, could 
e o n s t r u e t i w e i y  d l s c u ~ s  a nd  e x p l o r e  a l l  o f  t h e  r e l e v a n t  i s s u e s , * *  
t o  h s i p  d e t e r m i n e  J u s t  how s i g n i f i c a n t  a ~e  t h e  v a r i ~  r s s o u x ~ e  
values--frm wilderness t o  minerals. There appears to be a 
s t r o n ~  d / s a a t i s f a c t i o n  o v e r  t h e  BLM'* w i l d e r n e s s  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n  
b y  t h o s e  e s p e c i a l l y  c o n c e r n e d  w i t h  t h e  Y~ma D i s t r i c t ,  I t  ~ u s t  
~ t ~ h t  p r o v e  h e l p f u l  t o  e x p l o r e  t h e  i d e a  o f  n e g o t i a t i o n s - - e i t h e r  
l e a d i n g  t o  ~ a f f i r m a t i o n  t h a t  t h e  sdgeney~s r e c o m m e n d a t i o n  i s  
in t a c t  c o r r e c t ;  o r  r e s u l t t n ~  i n  a c o n s e n s u s  t h a t  some o f  t h e  
r e s s o ~  f o r  r e e o ~ s n d i n g  a ~ a ~ n s t  w i l de X - ne s s  u e  u t  a a  s £ g n i f i -  
o ~ t  u a l l o ~ e d .  
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@ United States D e p a r t n ~ ' ~ t e r i o r  

I n t e m o u n t a l n  F i e l d  Operat ions  Cen~er 

A p r i l  IS, 1985 

Your reference: 
1601 (YDO) 

TO: Planning T e ~  Lender. x ~ a  D i s t r i c t  Of f i ce ,  Bureau of  Land 
Manasseh,, Peso Office Box 5680, ~a, Arizona 85364-0697 

Yrom: Chief ,  I n t e r = o u u ~ £ n  F i e l d  Opera t ions  Center 

SubSeet: Revieu of  ~ a  DXstr±nt Resource ~ n a S ~ t  Plan and Dzaf~ 
Enviroumeutal Impact Statement ( Y ~ a  D i s t r i c t )  

Personnel o~ the I n t e ~ o u n ~ a i n  F i e l d  Opera t ions  Center ,  ~ureau o f  M/nes, have 
reviewed the subjec t  d o c ~ e n t  as reques ted .  The d e s c e n t  d i s c u s s e s  ~tve 
a l t e r n a t i v e s  and the p re fe r red  p l an  for  the mana8ement of the Y ~ a  D i s t r i c t .  
The a l t e r n a t i v e s  dea l  v i t h  the manag~ent  of  va r ious  resources ,  bu t  the  
Bureau of M/nee i n t e r e s t  p r i m a r i l y  p e r t a i n s  to mine ra l  resources  ~ d  m i n e r a l -  
producing facilities and how they would be iapacred* 

The mineral resources of t h i s  district are stated Ok p* 57 (Table 3-2) of the 
doo~ene .  These a i n e r a l  resources  sa ree  with those of the Bureau of Mines 
Mineral  Indus t ry  L~catton System (MILS) c ~ o d i t y  l i s t i n g  fo r  ~he coun t i e s  In 
the  d i s t r i c t .  The mdnerel resources  a re  adequate ly  d i scussed  as to  hey each 
a l t e r n a t i v e  and the  p re f e r r ed  p lan  w i l l  a f f e c t  the mine ra l  r e sources .  

We a p p r e c l a t e  the t ime 8nd e~forg spent i n  ~he p r epa ra t i on  of the Resource 
Manag~ent Plan and the E n v i r o ~ e n t a l  Impact S t a r . e a t  ( ~ 1 8 1 S ) .  We have 
no ohJec t lon  to the d o c ~ e n t  as ~ i t t e u *  Thank you fo r  the o p p o r t ~ i t y  go 
c o ~ e n t  • 

2 - £ p r i l  13 ,  1985 
NPCA c o m e n t s  o n  Yu~a D i s t r i c t  d ra f% ~4P & EIS  

A t  t h e  r e c e n t  w i l d e r n e s s  d e d i c a t i u ~  c e r e m o n y  ~ t h e  
Arizona Strip. Interior Secretary Hodel and a number of 
t h e  members o f  t h e  C o n g r e s s i o n a l  d e l e g a t i o n  a p p l a u d e d  t h e  
n e ~ o t l a f t o n ~ l  pFooesa by whinh the J~rlzoDa S t r i p  wilderness 
compromise was achieved, and they hoped ~d u r g e d  this pro- 
tess wottld b e  used elsewhere. 

We hope the T~a District will provide such another 
o p p e r  t u n ~ t y .  

C ~ e y  Melster Southwemt-~CallfornXa Bspresensn~Ive 
Dox 67, C o t t o n w o o d ,  £Z 86326 
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April II, 1985 

Richard Pruett 
5428 W. Altadena 
Glendale, Arizona 85304 

J. Darwin Snell 
BL~ yuma District 
P. O. BOX 558O 
Yumn, Arizona 85364-0697 

Dear Mr. Snell: 

I appreciate you sending me the draft of the Yuma District Resource 
Management Plan and E.I.S. I did not realize that this was in as much 
depth as it is hut I wanted to voice my opinion due to the fact that 
my family, as dues many other familes that we associate with, use the 
land in question frequently for many reasons but mainly for off-road 
vehicle recreation and camping. It has coma to surface over the last 
few years that it seems to be a constant battle to keep the public 
lands open for the public to use. I am in total agreement with Alter- 
nate B although I have a few questions that possibly you or someone 
on your staff can answer. Under your chart Table S1 Comparative summary 
of Alternatives and under the sub-title of Recreatlon Letter C Manage- 
ment of Concessions and Leases under Alternate B it reads to me as 
though the lease holder can virtually do anything he wants as far as 
expansion of concessions in the lease areas into adjacent federal land. 
I would imagine that this is not a runaway type deal where they could 
continually build and build and build more leasehold improvements, etc. 
I would imagine that it is monitored through different permits and rules 
and regulations. If that is not so, I think that one area is not worded 
properly. I think there should he some restrictions on how much they 
can expand the concessions, etc. 

Under the same heading under sub-title Recreation Resources, Alternate 
D it states that overall long-term increases of developed recreation 
opportunities, but loss of 5,000 visitor days of opportunities per year, 
and directly under that it also states substantial change in users 
clientele to occur due to shift in types of recreation facilities pro- 
vided the elimination of day use opportunities of off road vehicle re- 
lated noise and safety conditions. The way this reads to me is that 
part of the day use area WOuld actually not be available because these 
day use areas would be converted into long term areas or short term 
areas whereas the camping public would be able to stay there for up to 
14 days or possibly extended stays. That is what I am reading into 
what those two statements say, If I am incorrect, please have one of 
your staff let me know, 
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J. Darwin Snell 
April ii, 1985 
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Other than those questions I am delighted that I had the opportunity 
to review ~he lmpact Statement and again, want to voice my position 
as belnq strongly in favor of Alternate B. 

Kindest Personal Regards, 

Dick Pruett 
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i~ol ,~lzor~,~ ̂ VE~O~. sur re  
~ o ~  o m c e  n ~  c 

® ~N*WO ~EmO~ 

April Ii, 1985 

Mr. DarWin Snell 
United States Department of Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 
Yuma District Office 
POSt office Box 5690 
Yuma, Arizona 85369 

Dear Mr. Snell: 

Be: Draft Yuma District Resource Management Plan and Environmental 
impact Statement 

The La Par County Board of Supervisors met in regular session on 
April i, 1985 and unanimously voted to forward the following eon~aents 
and request ~hat these cements Be given consideration in preparing 
the Final Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact statement 
for the Yuma District planning area. 

La Par County consists of a total of 2,873,455 acres broken down into 
the following categories: 

1,746,605 acres of public lands including SLM lands and 
Reclamation withdrawn lands along the Colorado River. 

161,260 acres of Federal lands in wildlife refuges. 

395,201 acres of Federal lands in military reservations. 

1,063 acres purchased by the Bureau of ~eclamation for the 
Central Arizona Project. 

198,970 acres of State lands. 

229,789 acres of Indian lands. 

• 140,571 acres of Private lands. 

The above figures indicate eighty percent (888) of all lands in La 
Par County are in Federal ownership with five percent (58] representing 
private ownership. 

I III I 
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Mr. Darwin Snell 
April iI, 1985 
Page Two 

Issue 5: Rights-of-Way for utility Corridors and Communication Sites. 

The prefered alternative of the Resource Management Plan, identified 
on map 8 as Be-6, is a one-mile wide corridor that e~tends through the 
center of the Town of Parker. The alternative corridor designated as 
UC-6B is also located within the Town of Parker. The Town of Parker 
is surrounded on three sides by the Colorado River Indian Reservation 
and on the other by the Colorado River. The recent annexation by the 
Town of Parker allows for future growth and development for the Tow, 
and La Paz County. With only five percent (58) privately owned lands 
in La Par County, the placement of the utility corridor within the 
incorporated boundaries of the Town would further restrict growth and 
development in La Paz County. The Board of Supervisors is opposing 
the placement of this utility corridor within the incorporated boundaries 
of the Town of Parker. We would Support the utility corridor being 
placed one mile to the east which would place the corridor outside the 
incorporated boundaries of the Town. 

Issue 6: Recreation: 

The Board of SUpervisors supports the designation of a permanent race 
course for the Parker 488 Race. A survey conducted by the Parker Area 
Chamber of Commerce of the financial institutions indicated an increase 
in deposits over the race weekends of $1,500,800. This figure did not 
include any credit card purchases at service stations, restaurants and 
motels. This race is a family oriented sport and a very desirable 
form of recreation for this County. 

The Board of Supervisors also supports the designation of the Ehrenberg 
Sand Bowl area for off-road vehicle use. 

Issue 7: Wilderness 

The designation of the Cactus Plain Wilderness Study Area #5-14 A/B 
consisting of 50,550 acres further restricts potential growth and 
development in La Par County. 

Land exchange between the Bureau of Land Management and the State Land 
Department is a vital concern of the Board of Supervisors. The Board 
of SUpervisors respectively requests that all land exchanges be made 
inside La Paz County. Again, this is very important for the future 
growth and development of La Par County. 

The Board of Supervisors would like to express their appreciation for 
the extra efforts put forth by you and your staff, in coming to our 
County to review the Draft ReSource Management Plan. 

The issues addressed here are of concern and importance to La Par County. 
We are requesting consideration be given to each issue. 

S" ly, 

Donald D. Denton 
Chairman 

I I I I II I I  
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COLORADO RIVER BOARD OF CALIFORNIA @ 
i07 sou~ b~O*DŴ ~, moo~ mC~ 

April 12, 1985 

Mr. J. Darwin Snell, District Manager 
Yuma District Office 
U.S. Bureau of Land Management 
P.O. BoX 5680 
3150 Winsor Avenue 
Yuma, Arizona 85364-0897 

Dear Mr. Snell: 

Thank you for providing this office with a copy of the 
draft Resource Management Plan (RMP) and Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Yuma District planning area. We 
have reviewed the report and have the follswlng cements: 

As we stated in a January g, 1984, letter to BLM commenting 
on draft alternatives for the P~dP, we are pleased that the 
plan calls for relocation of recreation facilities outside of 
the floodplain. It is consistent with the intent of H.R. 1246, 
proposed legislation to establish a federally declared flood- 
way for the Colorado River below Davis Dam, introduced in the 
House of Representatives on February 25, 1985. 

We are also pleased to see that existing agricultural 
leases and permits for lands without water rights will be 
cancelled and managed for recreation and/or wildlife values. 

Thank you fo~ the opportunity to con~nent on this report. 

Sincerely, 

N. N. Plummer, Regional Director 
Lower Colorado Reglonal Office, USBB 
Boulder City, Nevada 

I I I III 
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GOLD FIELDS MINING CORPORATION 

A ConsoZidatL.~ Gold FMIds Croup Company 

April 15, 1985 

Please repl~ to tbr addr~s mdi~l¢d 

~ P  0 S~12g 

Yuma, Arizona 853~ 
Telephone 16021 ~82 1695 

I ; ~00 Union Boulc~atd--Suil¢ ~00 
~kewO~. Colored= 80~2B 

Telepl]one (JOll 9I]8=~350/T©l~x 45.65I 

Tel~opilr 13031999.6?86 
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Planning Team Leader 
United States Dept. of the Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 
Tuma District Office 
P.  O .  Box 5 6 8 0  
Y~a, Arizona 85364-0697 

RE: YHMA DISTRICT DRAFT RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

Dear Team Leader: 

I have read and reviewed the YUma District Draft RMP-EIS and 
I feel that l need to make some comments concerning the plan. I 
agree with the Preferred Alternative for 12 of the 18 NSA's 
included in the plan which encompass 48,135 acres of the 205,105 
acre total WSA package under consideration. I believe this 
alternative reflects careful evaluation of these WSA'S and 
recognized the need for multiple use of our public lands. 

ll) Cros~an Peak WSA - (AZ-5-TB) 22,915 acres 
Recommendation - Alternative 

The 1988 U.S. Bureau of Mines Mineral Investigation of the 
Crossman Peak WSA (Open File Report MLA 82-83) as well as the 
presence of numerous mines, shafts, and prospects attests to the 
fact that the potential is high for the discovery of gold, 
silver, and potentially lead and zinc deposits in the WSA. The 
designation of the Crossman Peak WSA as a Natural Scenic Area 
would unduly restrict exploration in an area of high mineral 
potential. 

12) Gibraltar Mountain MSA - IAZ-5-121 7,870 acres 
Recommendation = Alternative B 

Gold and copper prospects and small mines occur within the 
WSA. The potential for significant exposed and buried mineral 
resources are high. Designation of all or part of the Gibraltar 
Mountain WSA as a Special Management Area would prevent multiple 
use (exploration) of these resources. 

31 
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Planning Team Leader 
April 15, 1985 
Page TWO 

133 C a c t u s  Plain WSA (AZ-5-14A/H) 70,360 acres 
Recommendation C Alternative B 

Areas of bedrock rimming the extensive alluvial cover of the 
Cactus Plain WSA have long been prospected for gold, copper, 
barium, and uranium. The buried potential for significant 
resources of these elements is rated moderate to high. 
Designation of this WSA as an Outstanding Natural Area would 
unduly restrict exploration in the area. Since several 
wilderness areas exist in the region there is no need to balance 
the geographical location of wilderness. 

(4) Mugglns Mountains WSA (AZ-5-83A} 14,455 acres 
Recommendation - Alternative B 

A recent 1984 Assessment of the Mineral Resources of the 
Mu%glngs Mountain (USGS Open File Report 84-668) together with 
re~ent geologic thinking suggests the potential for the 
occurrence of significant gold and/or uranium resources is 
important. The Muggins h~ve long been a source for placer gold 
(Arizona Bureau of Geology and Mineral Technology, Bulletin 168, 
19813 In Arizona. The designation of the Muggins Mountains WSA 
as an Outstanding Natural Area would not enhance the value of the 
WSA and would restrict future exploration activity. 

(5) Trigo Mountains NSA (AZ-5-23A) 35,870 acres 

(8) South Trigo Mountains WSA (A8-5-23B) 4,588 acres 
Recommendation - Alternative ~ for both NSA's 

The Trigo Mountains WSA parcels contain pits, shafts, and 
placer areas formerly mined for gold and silver (1933 Arizona 
Bureau of Mines Bulletin 134}. A producing silver district in 
the 1938's (with minor lead and zinc composed of the Red Cloud, 
Dives, Clip, and Black Rock mines occurs along the eastern edge 
of the South Trigo Mountains WSA. The potential for the 

Planning Team Leader 
April 15, 1985 
Page Three 

discovery of significant gold and silver resources within the 
I WSAIs is moderate to high. The designation of these WSAIs as 

Special areas would unduly restrict multiple use Wildlife Habitat 
and exploraiton within these areas. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 

GOLD ~DDS MINIHG CORPORATION 

William C. Feirn 
Area Geologist 
Southwest Region 

WCP:rl 

C: R. H. RUSSell 
W. C. Feirn 
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R E r + ~ , £ D  

3 t !+ " "RICT 

APRI7 ~ ~ ~H'BS 

~ 1 ~  B e l t  
P .O.  Box 5680 

Beat £11eng 

~ a t o  on ~ e  N ~  ~ A ~  S T A ~  eS 1 ~  

D I S ~ , ] ~ ,  R e e o ~ e e  K a n a ~ n t  P l y .  

/ /My p o l i t t e n  on a l l e ~ q  d e ~ l o p a e u t j  r i g h t  h i l t  k t h e  ~ m  

P l l i n  U p e t  i l  ~ t ' ] ~ l k  i n t e r l l t ~  I T a i l  wOUld e ~ n ~ l l  F r n t o  the  

C a e t ~  P l a i n  u peop le  ~eould n o t  s t r i d e r  i t  a v l l d e z ~ e l l  ~ e ~  onem t h e y  

l i ~ d  n e x t  t o  i t ,  Th l  e x p e l s  o f  l o ~ n l  i UIILITY ~ i l  i ~ 8 o  l o  t 

i n  t h l  p u b l i c  i n t o n l t ,  Tn l ro  i l  lutu~ i C P l l  oS l l o l  I ~ P I  l U l t o k l l  f o r  

dev l lopaea t  i n  ~ l t l  area+ 

S i n c e r e l y  

Box ~ j  0 m a r t ~ i t o ,  I s ,  85~.14~ 

Hue.  I n f o ,  

- . - -hb ~ __ 
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204 
EOX ~75 
Somerton,Arizona 

85350 
April 1~, 1985 

Bureau of Land Manegement 
Yuma District Office 
P,O,Box 5680 
Yuma, Arizona 

Dear Mr. smells 

after reading the Yu=s District ResoUrce Management Plan I wish 
to  make the  fo l lowing comments on l and  a c q u i s i t i o n  and d i e , c o a l  
for the prefezTed,  D, and E alternatives, 

The preferred alternative's positive point IS that it elimlnatee 
any a c q u i s i t i o n  f o r  g ra~ ing  pUrposes.  But i t  has  an ex¢remely  low 
per cent o f  aoq~leltlon for wi lde rness  purposes exnl~eively. 
Only about n ine  pe r  cen t  of  a l l  land to  be acqu i red  would be f o r  
w i l d e r n e s s ,  

I n  the  p r e f e r r e d  a l t e r n a t i v e  t h e r e  i s  a l o s s  of acreage  i n  comparing 
a c q u i s i t i o n s  and d i s p o s e / .  B,L.M. l a n d s  w i l l  be reduced by 
1~, 260 ac~es  l~  t h i s  a l t e r n a t i V e . A l s o  in the  p r e f e r r e d  a l t e r n a t i v e  
l and  mack~d f o r  d i s p o s ~  i S  in icreaa ]~-1 thro%~h D'9. 2he l ~ g a r  
p a r t  o f  " t h i s  i s  i n  t h e  Yuma a rea ,  e s p e c i a l l y  D-~. NO a c q u i s i t i o n s  
w i l l  be made I n  t h i s  a r e a .  I n  f a c t  t h e  c l o s e s t  a c q u i s i t i o n  ¢o the  
Yu~a area will be A-88. 

A l t e r n a t i v e  D whioh is "ba lanced  p r o t e c t i o n "  is not r e a l l y  
ba lanced .  Only one four th  of  land a c q u i s i t i o n  will be f o r  w i l d e r n e s s .  
A l t e r n a t i v e  D 1~ favorab le  t o  ~ a z l n g  as  19% o f  l ands  t o  be 
acqui red  k~e fo~ 8 r a z i n g ,  Thi~ coarpares wi th  only  25~ of  land 
a c q u i s i t i o n s  f o r  wi lderness ,  . I n  f a c t ,  i n  the  Cactus P l a i n  a r e a  
6720 a c r e s  a re  t b  h~ acqu i red  fo r  g r a z i n g  and only  2720 f o r  
wildlrTtsSS, 

It seems that grazing and a~y agrlcultLwal activity is not at 
a l l  o o n s l s i e n t  wi th  t h e  m u l t i p l e  use ph i losophy  o f  B.L.M. as i t  
suppor t s  and advances  one means Of l i v e l i h o o d  by a l lowing  c a t t l e  
companies to  use pub l i c  land f o r  t h e i r  own f i n a n c i a l  g a i n ,  F igures  
should be made available f o r  each 8ra~Ing  a r ea  showing how much 
ka pa ld  by tBose us ing  the  ~raz in~  l ands ,  and how ~uch l t . c ~ t s  
8,L.M. to  manage t h e s e  l a n d s ,  I t  aeeas  more c o n s i s t e n t  to  c u r t a i l  
or  stop e n t t ~ e l y  i l l  ~ a z t n g  on 8*L.N.  l ands .  I t  l ip s t a t e d  t h a t  
a c r e s  to be acqu i red  are  to  - b e n e f i t  f e d e r a l  progr=ms", I S  
grazln~ a f e d e r a l  program? 

alterrmtlve E Bas no all-over acreage ion and no acqulsltlons 
f o r  ~ratlng, However o f  t he  a c r e s  t o  be acqu i red ,  o n l y  ~0% a re  
fo r  w i l d e r n e s s .  Seven ty  p e r  cen t  of a l l  l a n d s  t o  be acqui red  

under t h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  a re  not  c o n s i s t e n t  wi th  i t s  p r o t e c t i o n  
p h l l o s ~ p B y . l t  I s  d i f f l c ~  tO see how l a n d s  acqu i r ed  fo r  w i l d l i f e  
cLn b e n e f i t  w i l d l i f e  comple te ly  if t h e y  ere  open t o  o t h e r  uses  
as w e l l .  

Please  c o n s i d e r  changing the  pe~ cen t  o f  l and  aeq~AJred f o r  w i l d e r n e s s  
i f  t h e  p r e f e r r e d  a l t e r n a t i v e  is adopted ,  a lso  i f  t he  p r e f e r r e d  
i s  adopted,  p l ea se  ba lance  d i s p o s a l s  and a o q u l s l t l e n s  so t h e r e  i s  
no a l l  ,over acreage  l o s s .  

I f  a l t e r n a t i v e  D i s  adopted,  p l e a s e  e l i m i n a t e  the  acreage  f o r  
g r a z i n g  I n  l a n d s  to  be acqu i red  and r a i s e  t h e  pe r  cent  of  l ands  
acqu i red  f o r  w i l d e r n e s s  use. 

I f  a l t e r n a t i v e  E iS adopted,  p l e a s e  r a i s e  the  pe r  cen t  of  l and  
for wilderness i n  land acquisition acreage so this will be a 
maximum p r o t e c t i o n  a l t e r n a t i v e  as s t a t e d .  

I a p p r e c i a t e  r e c e i v i n g  the  ResoUrce Management P lan  and be ing  
al l~wed t o  make comments on i t .  I a l so  a p p r e c i a t e  a l l  t he  t ime 
and a f fo r¢  t h a t  B.L,N, spent  1~ p r e p a r i n g  t h i s  p l a n ,  

Kathr~n A. Michel 

I II 
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April Ii, 1985 

,[ 

Mr. Darwin Snell 
United States Department of Interior 
BUreau of Land Management 
Yuma District Office 
Post office Box 5690 
Yuma, Arizona 85354 

Dear Mr. Snell: 

Re: Yuma District Mana@ement Plan and Environmental Impact statement 

TBe La Paz County Board of Supervisors at a regular meeting held 
February 19, 1985 appointed an eighteen (18) member Site Selection 
Co~ittee to present its reconlmendation for a site which would be 
best suited for a county complex to accommodate all functions of 
County Government and a Jail facility. 

The Site Selection Co~uittee is seriously considering the property 
that has been annexed by the Town of Parker as a viable site for the 
L~ Pal County COmplex and jail. This site is within the incorporated 
Town of Parker and mo~e centrally located to the unincorporated areas 
in La Par County. 

This letter is intended as a formal protest to the one mile w~de 
utility corridor looa~ed within the boundaries of the Town of Parker. 
This would restrict the development of the newly incorporated area. 
The Conuuittee would like to reco~end that the utility corridor be 
placed one mile to th~ east, which would place it outside the~. 
incorporated limits of the Town of Parker. ~ 

We urge you to give serious consideration to our request. ' ~ I ~  

Sincerely, 

A.J. ouoco. Chairman 

z ~ 
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file u.lv,mdty of l~lxo.= 

Col]ego ol Agriculture 
School of SSnOWab'O Na'ura' S ........ 1985 
325 BIOlOgical Sciences EsS~ Bulldlng 
TUCSOn. ArlzonB 85721 Apri l  15, 1985 ^ P ~ m n m ~  

ii 

Dennis Turowskl 
Planning Team Leader 
Bureau of La.d Management 
Yuma Dist r ic t  Office 
g. O. Box 5680 
Yuma, AZ 85364-0697 

Dear Sir: 

The University of Arizona Range Task Force has reviewed the 
"Draft Yuma Dis t r ic t  Resource Management Plan and Environmental 
Impact Statement". We f ind no major issues of concern relat ing 
to livestock grazing management in the proposed alternative in 
this plan. However. He offer the fol lowing comments. 

1. He support the current direction of the gLH in basing manage- 
ment decisions on information gathered through monitoring, 
rather than through inadequate inventory and modeling pro- 
cedures as has been done in the past. He have previously 
reviewed the Lower Gila MontDert,g Plan Hhtch ts stated as 
the basis for monitoring on the Yuma Dist r ic t .  

2. We note that the discussion of grazing management under the 
proposed alternative recognizes changes in grazing manage- 
ment as a means for allevlatlng grazing problems. However, 
this option was not emphasized in development of piannlng 
issues which provides the framework for the RHP. We encour- 
age the BLM to emphasize grazing management as a range 
management tool with less emphasis on permit reductions. 

3. The plan recognizes (on page 58) deficiencies in the "Range 
Condition" concept used by the BLM for establishing manage- 
ment objectives. However, management objectives as stated 
in the last paragraph on page 14 are based on this concept. 
This issue needs clarification, 

4. Throughout the RMP, the terms "range" and "rangeland" are 
consistently equated wlth livestock grazing use or manage- 
ment. This is especially evident in the use of the terms 
i ,  headings and sub-headings. Range is a type of land, 
not a land use act iv i ty  or a commodity. 

Please contact us i f  you have questions or i f  we can be of 
assistance. 
Sincerely, 

/ J ~. 

Dei W, 8 e s p a i h  
University of Arizona Range Task Force 
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BLACK MEADOW LANDING 
PARKER DAM. CAUF ~22S7 PRONE e 19/ee3.3811 or 653 4901 

BOATING.FISBING 
WATERSKIINB.CAMP[NG 

April 15, 1985 

Planning Team Leader 
United States Dept. of the ~nterinr 
Bureau  of L~nd ~ a g e ~ t  
P. o. Box 5680 
Yu~a, AZ 85364-06~7 

Dear Sir: 

St~J~ZT: Pesource ~ t  Plan 

Please accept this letter as Black ~ landing's r~sponse to your 
Resouroe Mana~n~nt Plan. 

We feel that the "Preferred Albernati~" Plan is the best c~a flexible 
enough to meet the d ~  of the concessionaire as well as the publin. 
~, therefore, are in agreeance with the Bureau of Land Managa~znt that 
this plan will heat s~/t th8 needs of all o3ncerned. 

Thank you for your tise and consd~era~o, in this ~tter. 

Si~mrely, 

mAc~ ~Rxw L~D~ 

Sandy) H. Field 

~ : d j h  
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C_O_~O_~_AD__O _"~_V_~_~ _~__V_~O_~_~_E_"~ - ~_s_s_oc~__~11_o .  - 

April 13, 1985 

Plennh~ Tea~ Leader 
United States Dept. of the Interior 
~ a u  of Land Management 
P. O. ~cx 5680 
Yuma, AZ 85364-0697 

Dear sir: 

SUBJECT: Resource ~age~-nt Plan 

The ib11~ are responses of the Coleredo River De,elegant Association 
=egald/ng your Resource Managm~mt Pla,: 

i. Concessionaires, as a whole, to ~ their properties and to 0o 
things that the Btu~au of land Mana~t wants for public use, 
n~eds ~ ten~ l e a s e s .  I n  o r d e r  t o  o b t a i n  financing, banks are 
demanding fifty ~ so that they ~ make a fair return on their 
in~es~ent. 

BLM needs to ~ flexibility to grant addit/onal tenn for satis- 
factory pe.rfor~1~e or adverse e ~ c  impact. By granting 

term for edverse eo0ncmib impact, BZM ensures the quality 
of the concessions an~ also er~uzes they will hav~ a tool in  which 
to influence the co.cessions to operate up to the BL~ standards. 

2. Due to the increased ~ by the public for the lend ~sage, a~ of 
t~ concessi~ need to be able to expand their f~ilities. (~n 
other words, the Association agrees with Pa~ 20 of the ~.) 

3. ~hile the P~sociati~ recognize,~ the need for the GoverY~nt to get s 
fair return on ~ ia~-sbm-nt, there are both direct and ~ t  
re~ that they do need by havi~ the oc~c~ssions operate at an 
optimum level. 

The direct benefits they get are: Public sem,,ice, franchise fees 
and percentage of gross. The i r ~  benefits are: Creating jobs. 
*muintaL,~j the isnds, i s l i n g  and suppoz+-u~ the ommty tax base 
(local econu~), state sales ~ax, able to confine ~ scale 
re~tio, to ~ areas, thereby pzeserwng the envzrom~nt of the 
surr~mdi~ area; ~rof~ofibg the e n ~ t  by having eu~er~sed, 
hi, h-impact visitation cn small areas of Land. 

The ~ssociation thexefcc~ w~uld point cut that higher use fees will 
resul t  in  less than upti.um ~ e r a t i o n .  The presemt fo~ for con- 
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BLM 
Pa~ 9~o 
April 13, 1985 

structisa re--secant should be increased to ~aintain ~evelupmant 
and ensure new dovelepoent. 

The ~tinred ~ e  same of the response~ that the ~ssociasi0~ ~ould llke to 
considered when the Bureau  of Land Management formulates a final Resource Mana~ 
m~nt plan beneficial to all. 

We feel that the "Preferred A l ~ . r n a t i v e "  Plan is flexible enough to best suit our 
reeds as ~ii as accomplish the heat means possible to service the public by the 
concessionsires. 

O0L0~AtO RIWR ~ A~CZ~TION 

~ r ~ t d o n t  

d j h  
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DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVA~ON 

M r .  J. Darwin Snell, District Manager 
Yuma District Office 
Bureau of Land Managelent 
U.S. Depsrteent of the Interior 
P.O. Box 5680 
Yuma, Arizona 85354 

Pear M r .  Snellz 

Draft Resource Management Plan and Envlronmental Impact 
Statement for the Yums District Planning Area - 1601 (YDOI 

The Department's Division of Nines and Geology (DMG} has reviewed 
the Bureau of Land Managenent's Draft Resource Management Plan 
(RMP) and Environmental Inpaot StateRent {DEIS) for the YU~ 
Dimtzlot Plannlng area. We have confined our comments to the 
ulnerai resource aspects of the California portion of the 
plannlng area. 

S8}~t~RY CO}~4ENTS AND RECO~DATIONS 

The following comments aze related %o general deflclsnclei 
observed i n  the Draft EIS. 

1l' 
2l 3. 
3] 3. 

4 .  

@ 
APR I 5 ~a5 

T h e  list o f  r e f e z e n c e s  a n d  c r i t e r i a  u s e d  i n  t h e  
e v a l u a t l o n  o f  m l n e r m l  r e s o u r c e s  i s  i n c o m p l e t e .  It ~i 
Imposslbls to zevlew thozoughly the data and methodology 
used to determine the potential for mlneral resource 
development in each of the areas without adequate 
documentation. 

NO definition of the ter~, "mlnezal resource potentlsl" 
i s  given. Therefore the £ e r m  "moderate potential" 
cannot be related to othoz resource modell and, without 
explanation, has little meaning. 

Table 4-% on page 87 assigns loderate potential for 
metalllcs and uranium in the Llttie Picacho Peak South 
Wilderness Study Ares (WSA). On p a g s  213 in Appendix S, 
the description of resources for Little Picacho Peak 
Addition (5-35| does not lentlon ur~luR in the 
deecripti~ of oner~y and alnerals. It is also unclear 
why the names of the area are different. 

All but 540 &ores of the WSAS in California are 
withdrawn from liners1 entry. Most of the WSAs in 
Arizona are open for mineral location. NO explanatlon 
la given for this. 

-173- 



6 -  PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
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St .  J ,  
Page 2 

5. 

Derwin Sne l l  

On page  168 t he  environmental  consequences  for  
Alternative B states that bene f i c i a l  impacts on mineral 
development could result from the provision for no 
utility corridors. Utility corridors are hOE mentioned 
unde r  mineral impacts nor is there any information as to 
the mineral potential of these areas. If the exclusion 
of these areas will heneflt mineral development then 
conversely the inclusion of utility corridors could have 
adverse impacts on mine:el development. The Final EIS 
should contain a complete discu.sion and evaluaEion of 
mineral resource development in utility corridors. 

6. A comprehensive evaluaEiOn of t he  mineral poEential of 
proposed land acquisitions may uncove r  areas of mineral 
potential thaE would offset tee loss of other areas 
which would be closed to mineral entry. Such an 
evaluatlon should be included in the Final SIS. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend the followln~ items be addressed in the Final SiS in 
ords~ to eo~rect the shortcomings of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement with respect to mineral resource Impacts. 

I. The mineral resource poEentlal of all Special Management 
Areas (SMAs) should be  thoroughly evalUaEed, as it is 
fo~ all wilderness areas. The closure of SMAs to 
mineral entry may pose a greater impact on mineral 
resource  development than the  c lo su re  of the  wi lderness  
areas because of the considerably larger total area of 
these  lands. 

2. The impacts of Closure of SMAs to  mineral r esou rce  
development should be  thOrOUghly desc r i bed  and  eva luaEed  
in order to  convey a clear understanding of resource 
status of Ehese lands. 

3. A complete discussion of area management rules and 
regulatlons should De provided eor designated Areas of 
Critical Snvlronmental COncern or Outstanding Natural 
Areas i n  order EO evaluate the impact of these 
designations upon mineral resource development. 

4 .  Comp le te  documentation and rationale fur t he  evaluation 
of mineral potential of the WSAs and SMAs should be 
prowlded in order to verify accuracy and pzeclsion of 
minera l  resource evaluations. 

8 

Mr. J. Darwin Snell 
Page 3 

STAFF AN~JJYSIS OF SPECIAL M, KNAGEMENT AREAS 

In the California portion of the Yuma Distrlct there is significant 
acreage in Spsclal Management A~eas (SMAs), more than in Wilderness 
Study Areas, and therefore SM~S should be given special 
conliderstlon. The following comments apply to Special Management 
Areas. 

I. The mineral potential was not evaluated for SMAs. In 
the event Altsrnatlve E 18 recommended, SMAs will be 
withdrawn from mineral entry. This would have a 
significant negatlvs impact on mineral resource 
development. 

2. Minerals are not Included under General Impacts for 
SMAs. Rules and restrletions in SMAS could have a 
significant negative import on exploration and 
development in these areas. 

3. The l~ck of an ezplanstlon of the rules and 
regulations for areas designated Outstanding NatUral 
Area, Research Natural Area, Scenic Corridor, or  Area 
of Critical Environmental Concern precludes accurate 
evaluation of impacts on mineral resources in these 
areas. 

PRECEPTED ALTMRNATIVE AND ALTERNATIVES A THROUGH E 

The comments in this section descrlhe the expected impacts on 
mineral resources under esch of the proposed management plans. 
The mineral potenflal of the WSAs and SNAs is also addressed. 

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

Under the Preferred Alternative only the C~emehuevi/Needles WSA 
would be recommended for approval as wilderness in California. 
There are no known mines in the area on  the California side of 
the District, hut the area is within three miles of The 
Needles. a slzmble gold mlnlmg dlst~ict in Arizona. 

If the area is designated as wilderness, mlner81 exploration 
and mining will not be allowed in this area. 
Special Manaqsment Arsss~ 

Under the Preferred Alternative, ths~Spsclal 
9J Management Area would be designated an Area of Critical 

| Envlronmentsl Concern (ACEC}. Page 14 staEeS that this area 

Mr. J, Darwin Snell 
Page d 

1 would be withdrawn from mineral entry to protect cultural 
resources. On page 92 the BLM sEates that since this area i s  
already withdrawn from mineral entry by the Sureau of 
Reclamation, new impacts are not anticipated. We recommend 
that no action to further withdraw .this area from mineral entry 
he recommended until the mineral potential of the area is fully 
assessed. 

0 The Whipple MOUntains SMA will not be recommended for 
wild~rness designation but will he managed to protect natural 
values. Depending upon the restrictions applied, this could 
hays a slgniflcant impact on mineral exploration and 
development. 

I The La~Una-Msrtinez SMA Is planned to be managed wlth a 
priority to wildlife habitat. A clear explanation of the land 
access regulatlons under this proposed management plan is 
needed to evaluate possible impacts on mining. 

ALTERNATIVE A 

Under Altsrnatlve A no aress in California would be reco~ended 
for designation as wilderness. It is unclear whether the areas 
under current withdraWal would be reopened to mlseral 
exploration. 

Special Management A;eas* 

Alternative A provides for the same management of the Whipple 
Mountains SMA as |s described above under Preferred 
Alternative, and therefore our comments there apply here as 
well. 

ALTER~TIVES N AND C 

The Chemehuevl/Needles WSA would be recommended for designation 
as wilderness under Alt.rnatlves B and C (see Preferred 
Alternative). 

Special Management Areasz 

Under Alternatlve C the Whipple Mountains SMA would be managed 
~sccordlng to the Preferred Alternative. The other California 

1 1 | SMAs, Bi~ Maria, Milpitas Wash and La~una-Martlnsz would be 
J~| managed to protect natursl values. Depending on specific 

regulations and management practlces, an adverse impact on 
~mlneral resource development may result. 

13 
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ALTERNATIVE D 

AlternaEive D recommends for designatlon as wilderness the 
Chemehuevl/Needles WSA and pares of ~be Dead Mountains South, 
Whipple Mountains and Little Picacho Peak South WSAs. 

Only 60 acres of the Dead Mountains SOUEh WSA would he 
recommended for designation as wilderness under AIternatlve D. 
The extremely small slze of thls area llmlts comment, and any 
impact on mineral resources may be negligible. 

The Whipple MOuntalns HSA is described by the SLM as having 
moderate potential for minerals although these minerals are not 
identified. There are at least two small copper, silver and 
gold mines within one mile of the areR. There are also 
numerous small mines, prospects, and mineral occurrences in the 
general area. Although only 535 acres are recommended for 
withdrawal under this alternative, the mineral development 
potential of the area may be significant. Withdrawal of this 
land from mineral entry could have significant impact on 
minera l  developmenE. 

According to the Draft EIS, the Little Picacho Peak South WSA 
has a moderate potential for meEalitos and uranium. A few 
miles from the WSA gold and lead mines occur. Rue to the lack 
of references, it is uncles: where the information was obtained 
upon whlch the moderate potential for uranium was based. The 
data pEesented indicates Ehat mineral development potential is 
limited: although mineral deposits may occur at depth. In 
light of available data, adverse impacts do not seem to be 
severe in this WSA. 

Special Management Areas: 

Under AlternaEive De the Whipple Mountains SMA, the Bi~ Maria 
SMA and the La~una-Martlnez SMA would be ~eslqn~Eed Areas of 
CriEical Environmental Concern. In addition, the Mllpltas Wash 
SMA would he designated an Outstanding Natural Area. AllOWable 
uses in these areas would be limited to activitles whose 
impacts could be mitigated bO preserve or enhance recognized 
values. This stipulatlon, depending on the actual management 
guidelines, may cause increased exploration and mining costs in 
these areas and could prohibit mining in certain cases. 

ALTERNATIVE E 

Alternative R emphasizes nun-consumptlve use of resources. All 
elght California WSAS would he recommended for designation a~-- 
w11derness. In addition all four callfornla SMAS would be 
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Mr. d. Darwin Snell 
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formally designated as wilderness under this plan. See 
Alternative h for comments on the Whipple Mountains and Little 
Picacho Peak South WSAs and the Preferred Alternative for 
comments on the Chsmehuevi/Meedles WSA. 

The Dead Mountains Sor lh  and South ESAs are c l a s s i f i e d  as areas 
of low mineral ~esource potentl--1~a~--~y the BLM. Adverse impacts 
on mineral development are assumed to be minimal in these two 
areas. 

The Chemehuevi Mountains WSA is small, less than I/2 sguaze 
mile in area and the mineral potential is classified by BLM as 
low. More data are req~iced to determine the precise mineral 
potential of s u c h  a limited area. 

The Bl~ Maria Mountains North WSA covers an area of a little 
less than one section and is adsacent to a gold and copper 
bearlnq ridge. The Draft Bid indicates that the mineral 
potential of this area as moderate for metallic deposits. The 
surflcial geology would not seem to support this designation, 
and without full documentation, comprehensive review is 
impossible. The minerallzed area to the north may act as a 
source area for placer deposits in the WSA. The s~rficlal 
units map be a source of sand and gravel, and gold and copper 
minerals may De present at depth. The withdrawal of this area 
from mineral entry may have adverse impacts on mineral 
exploratlon and development. 

The mineral potential of the Ei~ Maria Mountains South WSA is 
cl~sslfied as moderate for metallics in the Draft EIS. Lack of 
documentation precludes detailed analysis, yet it seems unusual 
that this area i, assigned the same mlneral potential as the 
Whipple Mountains WSA, which is much moze highly mineralized, 
and the geo log ic  units of the Whipple Mountains WSA are also 
more favorable for mineral deposits. 

Withdrawal of the Si~ MaRia Mountains SOUth WSA would have 
minimal adverse impacts on mineral resources potential of the 
District. 

Speclal Management Areas: 

I Under Alternative S all California special Management Areas 
would be withdrawn f ~ t r y .  The Draft EIS indicates 
that the ELM has not surveyed the mineral potential of these 4 areas and has not addressed the impacts of withdrawal of these 
areas. The cs~ents on the Bi~ Maria SMA under the Preferred 
Alternative apply here (see above).  

Mr. J. Darwin Snell 
Page 7 

The Whipple Mountains SMA is the most highly mineralized area 
of the Yuma Dietrlct in California. At least three small mines 
are present in the area and more are located within two miles 
of this SMA. These nines produced mostly gold and copper and 
some silver. There is also a small manganese nlne in the area, 
with other mines and mineral occurrences to the north and south. 

The wlthdrawal of these lands from mlneral entry would have a 
significant adverse effect on the mineral resource development 
o f  the District. 

The Milpltas Wash DMA is considered in the Draft EIS to be 
favorable for manganese, and possibly for gold. The withdrawal 
of this area from mlneral entry would have a significant impact 
on mineral resource potentlel of the District. 

The La~una-Martlnez S~dA is host t o  gold and copper 
mlnerallzatlon and one gold nlne exists within the DMA. At 
least three other gold nines are present within one mile of the 
area boundary to the west. The alluvium near these deposits 
may contain placer gold. The Tertiary volcanic rocks are 
slmil,r to the manganese bearing units to the north although no 
direct evidence of manganese mineralization has been recorded. 
The wlthdrawal of this area from mineral entry could have an 
adverse affect on the  mineral resource potential of the 
District. 

If you have questions regardfn~ these comments please contact 
Robert Streitz, Divlelon of Mines and Geology Environmental 
Review Officer, at (916] 322-3202. 

Sincerely, 

D e n n i s  J. O'Sryant 
Environmental Program Coordinator 

co: R. Strmitz, DMG 
R. S t r a n d ,  DMG 
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A p r l l  1 5 ,  1985  

Plannln B Team Leader 
U.8. DEPT. OF THE INTERIOR 
B~reau of land Management 
Yuma District Office 
P.O. Box 5680 
Yuma, Arizona 85364-0697 

Dear 81r: 

Please Include these written comments as part of your official 
hearin~ record on the Yuma Distrlot Resource Mana6ement Plan 
and Environmental Impact Statement. Thank you. 

Federally administered land within the Colorado River flood- 
plain should remain un~r federal control and development 
should not be allowed. As taxpayers, we are opposed to paying 
to bail people out of financial difficulties because they 
built in flood-prone areas. We are tired of purr 5overnment 
decisions lettln~ people build in flood-prone areas. In recent  
Colorado River flooding, nearly all of the d~ma6ed property 
was in the river's natural floodway or within the lO0-year 
floodplain. The best and cheapest flood control is to keep 
people and development out of floodplains and rlverhottoms. 

We ace distressed that out of the 1,192,000 acres encompassed 
~n the Yuma District plannln~ area straddlln~ the Lower 
Colorado River in wouthwest Arizona and southeast California, 
only 25,000 acres Of wilderness riparian habitat have been 
recommended. This is completely inadequate for today and for 
the future. AS relatively sparse as Arizona is today in 
population, the state's natural recreational areas are already 
receiving heavy public use. We who llve in the Colorado River 
Basin and from our position of  local k~owled~e 8really urns 
that the amount  of wilderness riparian habitat be at least 
tripled. We will be cursed by our children's children if we 
leave them such a small amount of wilderness acreage alor~ 
one of our oo~mtry's major rivers, the miehty Oolorado's 
western Arizona boundary. 

Thank  you. 

Sarah K. Hepburn Ruth W. Smith 
8462 E. ghapamral 200 West Road 
Scottsdale AZ 85253 Phoenix AZ 85041 

Joan M. Manly Joyce Ward 
1533 W. 7th St. 716 W. Broadway 
Tempe AZ 85281 Phoenix AZ 85041 
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6 - PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
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2 

YUMA GUUNTY WATER USERS' A~II~IATION 

YUIi , d A  

p l a n n i n g  Team L e a d e r  
B u r e a u  o f  Land  M a n a g e m e n t  
Yuma D i s t r i c t  O f f i c e  
P . O .  Box 5 6 8 0  
Puma, A r i z o n a  85364-0697 

Dear Sir :  

T h a n k  you f o r  t h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  go on r e c o r d  a s  
s t a t i n g  t h a t  t h e  Puma C o u n t y  W a t e r  Users' A s s o c i a t i o n  a g r e e s  
w i t h  t h e  B u r e a u  o f  L e n d  M a n a g e m e n t ' s  p r e f e r r e d  a l t e r n a t i v e  
in developing an "optimum multlple-use mix" for public lands 
in the Puma District. 

It was noted that any alternative chosen would not 
interfere with the operational requirements of the Colorado 
R i v e r  water-shed area by t h e  Baited States Bureau o f  
R e c l a m a t i o n .  We r e c o m m e n d  t h a t  t h i s  c r i t e r i a  be  c o n s i d e r e d  
t o  a l s o  i n c l u d e  t h e  o p e r a t i o n s  o f  t h e  Army C o r p  of 
Engineers. the International Boundary Water Commission, and 
others i n v o l v e d  with water flow a n d  g r o u n d  water management. 

We also noted a distinct void pertglnlng to disposal of 
Federal Lands within United States Bureau of Reclamation 
projects. Reference should be made to provisions of 43 USC 
3 7 5  ( b - f ) ,  6 6  Star 3q a n d  a h o s t  o f  o t h e r s  d a t i n g  b a c k  to 
the Reclamation Act of ]902 (Sections 5 and 6) pertaining to 
monies from the sale of Federal Lands within Reclamation 
P r o j e c t s .  

S i n c e r e l y  y o u r s ,  

Barrett i:,nl 
Manager 
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April 17, 1985 

GEORGE F DAVIS CUMMINGS, ESQ. 
P. O. Box 250 
Bullhead City, Arizona 86430 

DEPARTMENT OF TRE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND M2%NAGEM~NT 
PUMA DISTRICT OFFICE 
P. O. Box 56B0 
PUma, Arizona 85364-0697 

ATTN: Mr. Dennis Turowski 
Planning Coordinator % 

RE: DOCU~T/16Ol (YDO) 

Gentlemen: 

This letter is to provide a written comment to the draft puma 
District Resource Management Plan and Envlronmental Impact 
Statement which has been presented throughout the Euma District 
Planning Area throughout the Spring of 1985. This letter is 
intended as a follow-up to the comments delivered by myself at 
the Public Rearing held in Lake Mavasu on February 26, 1985, at 
the Nautlcal Inn. 

As I stated at that time, I wish to express my general support 
and approval of the preferred alternative which was ably 
presented by Mr. Jim May. It appears as though the preferred 
alternative achieves the best balance between the diverse needs 
of the Planning Area, combining a balance of both developmental 
activities, as well as preservation and wilderness uses. 

HOWeVer, I wish to address specific comments as to the proposals 
in the vicinity of Bullhead City, Arizona. These are the areas 
that fall within Ranges 21 and 22W, GSRBM, and run from ToWnship 
19S, to 21N of the same Base and Meridian. The preferred 
alternative locates (on Map 9), a number of sections of land in 
this area that are targeted for disposition by the Bureau. Areas 
B6 and BT, totalling several thousand acres, are targeted for 
development and/or disposition. It Is reasonable fm assume, due 
to the rapid economic growth of the Bullhead City Area, that one 
or several of these sections will ultimately be disposed of to 
private parties, and will be intensely developed either in terms 
of a housing tract, condominiums, or commercial property. That 
use and disposition is appropriate, due to the general nature of 
the community, and to the type and quality of the land that is 
involved. 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
April 17, I985 
Page Two 

However, there are three particular parcels of land which are not 
targeted for disposition which merit speclal attention and 
discussion. The three (3) parcels involved are Section 12, Range 
22W, Township 20Nl Section dOE Range 22W, Township 2ON; and 
Section 10, Range 22W, Township IgN. 

All three (3} of the identified parcels border the Colorado 
River, and provide the only remaining means and access for the 
general public to the river through recreation and public purpose 
reserved land. The remaining areas of undeveloped land are 
currently held by the State, and appear to be slated for 
intensive commercial/hotel-motel development. 

It is imperative that the public access fo the river, and to the 
recreation opport~nitles offered by the Colorado River, are 
preserved and protected by the Bureau of Land Management. The 
withdrawal of Sections 12, 30, and ig for recreation and public 
purposes is an action that needs to be further solidified and 
supported by the current planning activities of the Yuma 
District. 

The only concern that I have with the proposed plan is that it 
fails to specifically address the value of these three partlcular 
sections, and fails to outline any procedure which would be be 
taken to preserve the recreational nature of these parcels. 

The purpose of these written comments as a follow-up to the oral 
comments given in the hearing in Lake Havasu is to stress the 
importance of preserving a n d  maintaining the recreational nature 
of these parcels. It would be inappropriate and unfortunate if 
the Bureau were to allow these parcels of ground to ha subject to 
any intensive hotel/motel or condominium type development. 

Recreational uses of these areas envisions park usage, open 
desert areas, ballfields, public golf courses, public parks, and 
open unobstructed public access to beaches and riverfront. It 
would be unfortunate and inappropriate to allow a n y  sort of 
permanent concession and/or sbruotures to be placed on these 
parcels that was not readily available to large segments of the 
community at lit,be or no cost. 

It is these concerns that do not appear to be addressed in the 
current proposal for a Resource Management Plan, and g feel that 
it would be appropriate for these items to be addressed directly. 

BE}lEAD OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
April 17, 1985 
Page Three 

In closlng, I would wish to take this opportunity to reiterate my 
additional comments made in Lake Bavasu in reference to the 
outstanding quality of work that is being conducted by the Ravasu 
Office of the Bureau of Land Management. Both Mr. May and Mr. 
Petersen have shown themselves to be able administrators, and 
outstanding stewards of the public trust that has been placed in 
them. In the course of my professional representation of both 
private development groups and public entities, I have had 
occasion to deal with both gentlemen on a regular and sustained 
basis, and I find that their qualifications and ability are of 
the first order, and I wish to take this opportunity to have my 
opinions of their high merit made a part of the record. 

GFDC/jcy 
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LET['ERS 

UNITED STA ' fF~  
DEPAI~ rMENT OF  ~ IN l lER ICdR  

F I~  AND W~J~UF~  ~q~q~E  
Eofa K~t~on~1 Wihdl~fe Refuge 

P.o. Box b290 

R ~  Team Leader 
BL~ Y~a D i s t r i c t  Off ice  
r . o .  Box 568D 
Y~a .  AZ 85364 

April 17, 1985 

2 

I have r e v i e w e d  the  d r a f t  of the  Yuma D i s t r i c t  Resource Management P lea  
(RHP) with p a r t i c u l a r  interest in how the plan r e l a t e s  to Kofa N a t l o a a l  

i W i l d l i f e  Refuge.  The U.S. F i s h  and W i l d l i f e  S e r v i c e  has  a w i t h d r a w a l  
applicatlon (A7950) wblch covers BLM's Wilderness Study Areas (WSA's) 3-31 

i and 5-33. and two sections (See.s 7 & 18. T.gN.,R.18W.) of LaPosa Long Term 
V i s i t o r  Area (LTVA i). The S e r v i c e  is i n t e r e s t e d  in having t h e s e  areas 
withdrawn and added to  the refuge. We would not want the RMP creating s 
canfl£ct with our wltbdrawal appl£catlon. The amp should assure  that there  
a re  no management eonfllcts should these areas be withdra~ and added to the 
refuge. 

Des l~a t i on  of WSA 5-31 and WaA 5-33 aa wi l de~ess  would be compat ible  wi th  
our withdrawal and w i l d e r n e s s  p r o p o s a l .  Designation of Sections 7 & 18, 
T.BN., R.18W. as LTVA would ou t  be c o m p a t l b l e .  This  would c o n f l l e t  w i t h  
refuge management if t h i s  area 18 added to Kofa NWR. 

Map 8 shows ut111ty Corr idor  8 (Palo Verde - tavern)  l eav lng  Yuma District 
and entering Kofa NaCional Wildlife Refuge. issue 5 (page 16) Indlcatee 
thle norrldor cou ld  be u t£11zed  by new f a c i l i t i e s .  We f e e l  ntillty 
c o r r i d o r s  a r e  no t  compaClble  w i t h  the  purpose  of the  r e f u g e  and new 
facilities should not be permitted. There are fac111tles along this route 
a t  t h i s  t ime ,  however  we f ee l  I t  s h o u l d  no t  be d e s i g n a t e d  as  a u t l l l t y  
c o r r i d o r  and request  the P ~  be changed to indlcate t h i s .  

Thank you for the opport~Ity to co~ent on the RMP. 

Sincere ly ,  

N l t o n ~ d e r i i e  
Refuge ~ n a g e r  

~d/mfe 

I the RHP is developed it should include s p e c i f i c  management p r e s c r i p t i o n s  which 
spec i fy  how priority wildlife and will be special 8rags management 8r~an 
~uaged. 

The following co~ents are made with respect to the preferred 
alternative in Chapter 2, Alternative Including the Proposed RHP. 

Wildlife Habi ta t  

The reeo~endstion of designating 25,000 acres of riparian habitat along 
the Colorado, Cila, and B i l l  Williams Rivers as priority wildlife areas  
appears to be an excellent i dea .  But, we are concerned as to what the long 
range management plans  are for  t h i s  acreage .  Part of the 3880 acres  a long  the 
Colorado River south of Y~s  is now being considered for withdrawal to the 
Cocopah Indian Reservation. We are concerned with the apparent ease other 
agencies may be able to obtain priority wildlife areas. We wonder about the 
degree of p r o t e c t i o n  BLM w i l l  p r ~ i d e  to p r i o r i t y  wildlife areas* 

1 There i s  no mention of specific ~nagement for aquatic habitats of the 
Colorado, G i l a ,  and B i l l  Wil l iams Rivers. 

We support the seasonal  road c losu re  w i t h i n  bighorn sheep lambing 
grounds.  Managing bighorn sheep year long use areas  (216,960 acres )  and 
migration corridors (7.680 acres )  as priority w i l d l i f e  areas will probably 
assist in maintaining end enhancing bighorn sheep h a b i t a t  in Arizona. 

1 In conjunct ion  wi th  t h i s  ~nagement ,  we request  t ha t  BLH r e t i r e  the 
g raz ing  r i g h t s  on the liavasu ~e igh t s  North sad South a l l o t m e n t s .  These 
a l lo tmen t s  are mot grazed by l i v e s t o c k .  These two s l l o t ~ e n t s  are important  
bighorn sheep use areas  and provide  ephemeral forage high in p ro t e in  and other  
nntriente, They are also befog considered lot fu tu re  transplant l o c a t i o n .  

1 B ~  should i d e n t i f y  and des igna te  p r i o r i t y  w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t  a reas  for  
a l l  s p e c i a l  status species  i nc lud ing  the f l a t - t a i l e d  horned l i z a r d ,  f r i n g e -  
toed lizard, and desert tortoise. 

Special ~nag~ent ~ e a s  

1 We ques t ion  why only two a reas  are r eco~ended  for  d e s i g n a t i o n  as 
special ~nsgement areas in the preferred alternative but six would be 
des igna ted  under the no a c t i o n  a l t e r n a t i v e ,  ~ y  were not a l l  s i x  of these  
a reas  c a r r i e d  through to the prefer red  a l t e r n a t i v e ?  I t  appears as though BLM 
i s  abandoning the spec i a l  ~nngement  concept and i s  r e l u c t a n t  to p ro t ec t  
unique n a t u r a l  va lues  in  the Y~a  D i s t r i c t .  These s p e e i a l  areas  should be 
w i t h d r a ~ f r ~ m i n e r a l  en t ry ,  v e h i c l e  use should he r e s t r i c t e d  to des igna ted  
roads sad t r a i l s ,  and r e c r e a t i o n  development sad Brazing should be p r o h i b i t e d ,  
These s t i p u l a t i o n s  should a l s o  apply to  the p r i o r i t y  w i l d l i f e  areas. 

I The 12 areas  l i s t e d  in  A l t e r n a t i v e  D ~hould be des igna ted  aa s p e c i a l  
~nagement  a reas .  I f  BLH w i l l  not de s igna t e  these  s p e c i a l  manag~ent  a r e a s .  
we ask reasons for  f a i l i n g  t o  des igna t e  be provided.  

ZL5 

d. Darwin S n e l l  
D i . t r i n t  H a ~ s e r  
Bureau of Land Manng~ent 
Y ~  Dis t r i c t  
P.o. Box 5680 
Y ~ a ,  Arisona 83364-0897 

Arizona Chepter 
P.O. Box 11135 

Phoenix,  AZ 85017 

Apr i l  13, 1985 

Dear Mr. S n e l l :  

Toank you for  p rov id ing  us wi th  a copy of the Draft  Y ~  District 
Resonrce Manag~ent Plan and E w d r o m n t a l  impact g t a t ~ e n t .  

Re ~tve reviewed t h i s  d o c ~ e n t  and o f f e r  the fo l l owing  c ~ e n t |  fo r  your 
cons ide r a t i on .  

Of the  elm a l t e r s . i r e s  p resen ted ,  A l t e r ~ t i v e  g or Resource P ro tec t ion  
appears to  p r ~ i d e  .ha g r e a t e s t  benefdts  to  the w i l d l i f e  resource .  However, 
c e r t a i n  r e ¢ ~ e n d a t i o n |  i n  t h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  see probably not r e a l i s t i c .  We 
support  a e ~ h i ~ t i o n  of A L t e ~ t i v e  D, Balanced P r o t e c t i on ,  for  8razdng, land 
~ e r s h i p  adjustments ,  c ~ n l c a t i o n  s i t e s  and r e c r e a t i o n ,  and A l t e r u e t i v e  Z 
for  the  r ~ l n i n g  i ssues  and sub i s sues ,  

Am prev loua l  T s t a t e d .  A l t e r n a t i v e  g appears to  provide  the  g r e a t e s t  
b e n e f i t s  to  the  w i l d l i f e  r esource .  Unfor tuna te ly ,  these  b e n e f i t s  ~ y  be 
mlniatal .  TO develop a success fu l  resource  ~ g e m e n t  plan tha t  p r ~ i d e s  for  
~ l t i p l e  use and sus t a ined  y i e l d  of r e s o u r c e | ,  an inventory  of these  resources  
and t h e i r  s t a t u s  must be completed before the planning process is i n i t i a t e d .  
F r ~  the minimal i n f u s i o n  provided in  the d r a f t  ~ - g I 8 ,  on w i l d l i f e  
resources  i t  appears as though such • w i l d l i f e  i ~ e n t o r y  has not been 
completed On the Y ~  D i s t r i c t .  We quest ion  bow BLM can develop a resource  
~n~ge~en t  p lan  to  p r ~ i d e  for  sus ta ined  y i e l d  of w d l d l i f e  r esources ,  and 
desc r ibe  impacts f r ~  implementation of t h i s  plan when the l o c a t i o n  and s t a t u s  
of most w i l d l i f e  spec ies  in  the Y ~  D i s t r i c t  i s  not presented  or k n ~ .  
Therefore.  BLH should conduct an inventory  of w i l d l i f e  resources  on T ~  
D i s t r i c t  l ands ,  d a t e l i n e  t h e i r  s t a t u s ,  and based on this i n f e c t i o n ,  develop 
s ~g~en t  p ian  for  w i l d l i f e  resources  to  provide  for  sus ta ined  y i e l d .  When 

G r a z i u g ~ n n g e m e n t  

We r e c ~ e n d  tha t  g raz ing  of d ~ e e t i c  l i v e s t o c k  on the Cactus and La 
Posa P la ins  be e l im ina ted  because of t b e i r  unique n a t u r a l  v a l s e  and r e s u l t i n g  
adverse impacts from g raz ing  (page 84) .  No new d e v e l o ~ e n t s  should be allowed 
i n  these  two areas  wi th  the excep t ion  of fencing to  prevent  l i v e s t o c k  f r ~  
en t e r ing  the area f r ~  nearby s l l o t m e n t s .  Both the Cactus and La Pose P la ins  
a re  f r a g i l e  and unique c ~ u n i t i e s .  Their  sand dunes a re  s t a b i l i z e d  by b ig  
w a l l e t s  g ra s s  aud mo~nn t ea .  I f  l i v e s t o c k  are allowed to  graze  and t r a i l  in  
these  a reas ,  they could e a s i l y  d i s rup t  and overuse t h i s  s e n s i t i v e  c ~ u n i t y ,  
Both the La Pose and Cactus P l a i n s  m y  be des igna ted  as s p e c i a l  ~nagement  
areas  and Cactus P l a i n  w i l l  be r e t r e a d e d  for  wi lde rness  d e s i g n a t i o n .  

Authorized use should be l ~ i t e d  to  p e r e n n i a l ~ e g e t a t i o n  m n a g ~ e n t .  No 
seasonal  or e p h ~ e r a i  p e ~ i t s  for  g raz ing  aheuld be al lowed u n t i l  BIM i s  ab le  
to  show t ha t  such g raz ing  does ~ t  adverse ly  impact the w i l d l i f e  r esource .  

Land Ownership Adjuotments 

1 We support  the concept of b lock ing  up f e d e r a l  lands through exchange. 
Bewever. most of the areas  i d e n t i f i e d  for  a c q u i s i t i o n  are away f r o t h s  
Colorado River. We retread that 8LH concentrate on acquiring land along the 
r i v e r  for  r i p a r i a n  p r o t e c t l o n  and r e v e g e t a t i o n  e f f o r t s .  These a reas  should be 
c losed to r e c r e a t i o n  development, long- t ime v i s i t o r  use,  g r az ing ,  and mineral  
en t ry .  

We r e t r e a d  t ha t  a l l  a g r i c u l t u r a l  a reas  not leased or t ha t  have l eases  
cance l l ed  and a re  w i t h i n  the f l o o d p l a i n  be revege ta ted  wi th  n a t i v e  r i p a r i a n  
species for use as wildlife h a b i t a t .  

Recrea t ion  

We support  BLH'S r e g u l a t i o n s  to con t ro l  l ength  of s tay and wood 
c m l l e c t i n  8 . 

0 [ BLM needs to  enforce i t s  l eng th  of s tay  r e g u l a t i o n s  l o n g - t e ~  v i s i t o r  
ares, off-road vehicle use and wood collection r e g u l a t i o n S .  Please info~ us ! as to how BIB4 intends  to  enforce these r e g u l a t i o n s .  

[ la a d d i t i o n ,  future recrea t iom p lann ing  and a s soc ia t ed  impacts should be 
analyzed in  a c ~ p r e h e n s i v e  d o c ~ e n t  for  pub l i c  review which a ~ l y z e s  the 
c ~ u l a t i v e  impacts of these r e c r e a t i o n  developments, 

We do not support the d e s i g n a t i o n  of OR? use to e x i s t i n g  roads and 
t r a i l s  Because of the f r a g i l e  surface  of the dese r t ,  a s i n g l e  pass across  
the deser t  w i l l  r e s u l t  in an e x i s t i n g  t r a i l .  Such u ~ u t h o r i z e d  a c t i v i t y  w i l t  
eventually result in loss of wildlife and wildlife habitat. We question h~ 
BIN w i l l  be ab le  to d i s t i n g u i s h  between au thor ized  e x i s t i n g  roads and t r a i l s  2 ones desig~tion will be enforced.  F r ~  a u~uEhor ~z~d and hey t h i n  ORV 
~nagement s t andpo in t ,  i t  would be e a s i e r  to enforce an ORV d e s i g n a t i o n  of use 
of des igna ted  roads and t r a i l s  and post those roads and t r a i l s  t ha t  are  open. 
What is BI~4"e definition of existing roads and trails? f l~e  washes are 
passable  to  v e h i c l e s  but use of washes by v e h i c l e s  should be p r o h i b i t e d  
because of negative impacts on wildlife. Additio~11y, because of the fragile 
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12 I= : ; ; ;  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  e c losed  to  a l l  v e h i c u l a r  access  except  on d e s i g n a t e d  r o a d s .  

The Parke r  400 ORV c o m p e t i t i v e  use  course  should  be e l l m i n a t e d .  Part of 
1 3  [ . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  for wl . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  i . . . . . . .  

- -  ~ no m i t i R a t i o n  i s  d e s c r i b e d  to  c~pensste t o t  t h e  l o s s  of w i l d l i f e  r e s o u r c e s ,  

N i l d e r n e s s  

A l l  WSA*s l i s t e d  under  A l t e r n a t i v e  D should  be d e s i g n a t e d  as w i l d e r n e s s .  

1 4  [ | In C . . . . . .  ' .  gnvl . . . . . . .  | Dense 8 . . . . . . . . .  ly  B . . . . .  i imp . . . . . .  w i l d l i f e  reaources a r e  d e s c r l h e d  f o r  each of t h e  ~ix a l t e r n a t i v e s .  Because 
da ta  on w i l d l i f e  r e sou rce  s t a t u s  i e  l i m i t e d ,  BLH could  o n l y  p rov ide  a cu r so ry  
e ~ m i n a t i o n  of p o t e ~ t l a l  impacts from implementation of the a l ternat ives,  
b~aen s u f f i c i e n t  d a t a  are l a c k i n g  to a c c u r a t e l y  d e s c r i b e  the  impacts of 
deac r lbed  a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  t he  r e g u l a t i o n s  which implement  the  N a t i o n a l  

K E n v i t o ~ e n t a l  P o l i c y  Act s t a t e  t h a t  a wors t  case  ¢ n a l y s i s  must be prov ided  Ln 
t h e  e n v i r o ~ e n t a l  consequences s e c t i o n .  BIJ4 has not  c~plied w i t h  t he se  
r e g u l a t i o n s  in t h e  d r a f t  RKF-EIS. T h e r e f o r e  t h i s  c h a p t e r  should  he rewri t ten 
to provide a ~orst case a~alyaia of impacts to the w i l d l i f e  reaource. Such an 
a n a | y l L s  should i n c l u d e  e a t i ~ t e d  n ~ b e r  of a c r e s  pe r  v e g e t a t i o n  type  i~psc t ed  
and e s t i ~ t e d  loss or gain of n~bera of a n i ~ l s  for  special status species. 

Appendix A 15'1 o monitoring p l a n  is included i n  the d r a f t  EIS-RHP. If auob a plan 
w i l l  not be developed u n t i l  t h e  f i n a l  BIB or  Record of Dec i s ion  a r e  p u b l l s h e d ,  
t h e  p u b l i c  w i l l  not  have the o p p o r t u n i t y  to  c ~ e n t  on a c r u c i a l  p a r t  of the  
r e sou rce  ~ n a g ~ e n t  p l a n  that should have  been i n c l u d e d  as part ot Chapter  2 
of  the draft  RI~-EIS. We wish t o  c~ent on t he  m o u i t o r i n  8 plan including the 
l a t e r a l s  and s t anda rds  fo r  t h l a  p l a n ,  and we b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e  p u b l i c  sbouid 

abe pe~itted to cogent aa well. 

Because of t h e  leek of w i l d l i f e  i n v e n t o r y  d a t a ,  omiss ion  of a d e t a i l e d  
~ n i t o r i n  S p l a n ,  and noncompliance with ~EPA r e g u l a t i o n s  requir ing a worst 
came analysis, a supplemental d r a f t  ~JdP-EIS should be developed and r e l e a s e d  
fo r  p a b l i c  r e v i e w  and c o g e n t  p r i o r  to  i s s u a n c e  of t he  f i n a l  RD~-EI8. 

Appendix E 

S e v e r a l  of t h e  spec i e s  and t h e i r  l i s t i n g  s t a t u s  Ln t h e  appendix  a r e  16 [ ~y;Tr;;:; a:: ;:::;:L';:r:;::°)::::)r;:: ;:;;~::;:oa:: :~:~i::e:;j::s:nd 

Thank you again fo r  the opportunity to review th is  env l ro~enta l  
deepest.  We hope our mus~eet ions  will a i d  i s  ~ k i n g  this a b e t t e r  
euv i ro t~neu ta l  i~pac t  s t a t e m e n t  and r e s o u r c e  ~ n a E e m e n t  p l a n .  

co: State Director, BLM, AS0 
Sincerely, 

w. 6. ~ e s n e r  
Pr e s i d e n t - E l e c t  
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P. O, Box 5241 , Phoeglx, Arizona 95010 

April 16, 1985 

2 

Mr. J .  Darwin S n e l l .  D i s t r i c t  Manager 
Yuma D i S t r i c t  
Bureau  o f  Land Management 
P. O. ~ox 5680 
Yuma. Arizona B5364-0697 

Dear M~, Snell: 

The Arizona Desert Bighorn Sheep Society, Inc. wishes to make the fol lowing 
co.eats regarding the Draft Yuma District Resource Manag~ent Plan and 
Environmental Impact Statement. Please include our ~ents as part of tOe 
official review record. 

We support the Prmferred Alternative. 

In the Preferred Alternative the Wildlife Habitat Issue, under Bighorn Sheep 
Use Areas, states road~ traversing bighorn sheep Izmblng grounds would be 
closed during t~e lambing season from January I to June 30 except for 
emergency access or access relating to cartels valld ~isting uses. These 
dates coincide with the Soclety's waterhol@ construction season. We have 
worked with ~ur Disfric¢ personnel in the past in the development of sheep 
waters on the YUma DIBttloE. NoWhere is valid existing use defined i n  the 
RHP/~IS. The Sc~tety re~sts our construct/on and maintenance activities of 
deser t  b ighorn  sheep lmberboles and associated f a c i l i t i e s  be inc luded  as a 
valid existing use, M th~fore grounds for exemiXion fr~ the road closure. 

Also in  the Preferred Alternatlve,~e Right o f  Way i s s u e  speaks to the 
designation of  nine e~lsttng arcl l l l~sem~ rlghkB-of-way as utility corridors. 
Even though future developeenE Ib~d be linked to these corridors ~e insist 
planning for constr~ot~0n of Sadly|dual pe%mrllrms be done so as to lessen the 
impact on desert bighorn at critical those, such as lambing. 

Thank you for the opportunity to cogent on this draft plan, The Arizona 
Desert Bighorn Sheep Society, sh~. feels the 9referred Alternative, if proper- 
ly implemented and funded, will beRefdt the l o n g  t a tm %~Ifare of the desert 
bighorn sheep on the Yuma District. 

Yours i n  Conservation, 

4rW. ~ m~. 
Bremen M. Williams 
Legislative Q1alzman 

cc: Dean Bibles, State Director 
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Q D e p a r t m e n t  o f  E n e r g y  

western Area Power Admln~slrashn 
Boulder City Area Office 

P,O, Box 200 
Boulder City. NV 89OO5 

APR 16 1985 

2 

3 

Refer To: GIOIO 

D is t r i c t  Manager 
ATT8: Planning Team Leader 
Bureau of Land Hanagement 
Yuma D is t r i c t  Off ice 
P,O, BOX 5680 
Yuma, Arizona 85364-0697 

Dear Sir :  

We appreciate the opportunity to review the draf t  Yuma D is t r i c t  Resource 
Hanagement Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. Nestern's d i rec t i ve  tomeet 
publ ic demand for Federal power using Federal transmfsston ] ines w i l l  best be 
met by close coordination between our agencies. Our comments regarding your 
document are as fol lows: 

* Western agrees with protect ing the resources of an area, We th ink  an 
approach for a mix of  natural and commercial resource uses whi le minimizing 
disrupt ion of the human environment Is the best approach to resource 
management, 

* Therefore, Western Is agreeable to the corr idor concept of u t J l t t y  sItJngs. 
We not ice that  your preferred a l ternat ive (Hap 8) does not provide corr idors 
where several Western transmission l ines  are ex is t ing .  Since your o f f ice  Is 
not providing appropriate corr idors,  Western cannot support your preferred 
a l ternat ive or any of the other a l ternat ives as presented in  the 9RMP/E[$. 

* Experience has shown that  corr idors of only ] mi le in width, down to 333 
feet tn some areas, are too res t r i c t i ve  for  proper planning and s i t i ng  of 
transmission l ines.  The state of  the art  corr ldor  widths are from 3 to 5 
miles. The proposed res t r i c t i ve  i mile wide corr idors force impacts to 
resource which could be avoided by the appropriate width corr idors, in 
addi t ion,  the National E|ectr lca] Safety Code dictates proper spacing of  
transmission l ines .  Forcing transmission l ines  close together causes many 
techntca] problems which Increase costs and threatens the r e l i a b i l i t y  of the 
system. Due to the rapid population growth in  the Southwest. Western along 
with other u t i l i t i e s  w i l l  be required to provide power IncIudtn R Federal 
power that  ts aval lab]e to these customers thus the need for future 
transmission l ines .  

* Map 8 only indicates ex is t ing communication s i tes .  By impl icat ion no new 
si tes w i l l  be allowed in the resource management area. This Is too 
res t r i c t i ve .  Comunicatlon s i tes are chosen based on paths of  d i rect  l i n e  
of s ight ,  Any physical blockage of t h i s  l i ne  of sighs forces new paths. 
Hestern w i l l  use the ex is t ing  si tes whenever possible but technical  
requirement directs that  f l e x a b i l i t y  must be allowed for  Western to meet i t s  
d i rect ives.  Sites have to be selected for non-Interference ( l i ne  of s ight)  
from new f a c i l i t i e s  to the best vantage point for  the system. 
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LEl-~ERS 

L3~I TO PLARRIRG TEAM LEADER - BLM CONTO 

Our conclusion Is that your proposals are too rest r ic t ive for proper 
a~Inistratlon. I f  your off ice would adjust the corridor widths to 3 to 5 miles 
wide, allow for proper technical s i t ing of communication sites, and Include al l  
Western's exist ing transmission lines in corridors then Western could support 
your preferred alternative. 

Sincerely, 

G. d, Giles 
Assistant Area Manager 

for Management Services 

¢c: Gary Frey (AO~20) 
Environmental Manager 
Western Area Power Administration 
Golden, CO 

219 @ U N I T E D  STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF" THE INTERIOR 

FiS~I AND ~ 1 ~  ~ICRVI~E 
I@SRIAL NATIflNAL ~ILDLIFE REFUGE 

P,O. ~ R  72217 
MARTINEZ /~]~, ARIZOhIA 85365 

A p r i l  17, lUgS 

Bureau o f  Land ~agnment 
guma VLstrint O f f i n e  
P.O, Box S680 
yuma, Arizona  8S564-0697 

A t t u :  D r a f t  RI~P/EIS P l a n i n g  Team Leader  

Taanh you f o r  t h e  o p p a r t ~ i t y  t o  r e v i e w  and c o ~ e n t  on t h e  d r a f t  Re- 
source  M g e m e n t  P lan  and 8 n v i z o n ~ e n t a l  I ~ a c t  S t a t e m e n t  for t h e  
Yuaa D i s t r i c t  p i ~ i n g  a r e a .  Areas a d m n i s t e ~ d  by BL~ whiCh have 
p o t e n t i a l  impact  on I m p e r i a l  N a t i n n a l  N i l d i i f e  Refuge a r e  t h e  South  
T r lgo  Mounta ins  and t h e  Trdgo M e . r a i n  Wi lde rness  Study A~eas (NSA). 
L~der t h e  p r e f e ~ e d  a g t e r n a t i v e ,  t h e s e  two ~SAms would he r e c o ~ e n d e d  
as  u n s u i t a b l e  f o r  w i l d e r n e s s  d e s i g n a t i o n ,  hut ~ u l d  he  m ~ a g n d  as 
p r i o r i t y  t 6 l d l t f e  h a b i t a t .  $~nce ~Lts  5,  3 and 4 o f  t h e  proposed 
I m p e r i a l  N a t i o n a l  N i l d l i f e  RefuGe Wilde rness  a d j o i n  t h e  South Tr tgn  
and Tr igo  ~ o ~ t a i n  bSA. t h e  r e f u g n  p r e f e r s  t h a t  t h e s e  NSA'S be r e -  
corn=ended f o r  Wi lde rness  d e s i g n a t i o n .  The~e a r e a s  o£Per  o p p o r t u n i -  
t i e s  f o r  s o l i t u d e  ~ d  p r i m i t i v e  r e c r e a t i o n  when cons ide r ed  p a r t  o f  
t i m  proposed ~ l d e r n e s s  ~ e a  in I m p e r i l  Refuge.  I t  would r e s u l t  i n  
u n i f o r a  =anagement between t h e  two F e d e r a l l y  o ~ e d  l a n d  s e c t i o n s .  
By iecom=endtng w i l d e r n e s s  d e s i g n a t i o n  f o r  t h e s e  WSA's, long  t e rm 
p i o t e c t i n n  t o  t h e s e  a r e a s  Would a l s o  he  p i o v i d e d .  

I F~nag~ng those  ~gA'S as  p r i o r i t y  w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t  a r e a s  ( u ~ e r  the 
p r e f e r r e d  a l t e r n a t i v e ]  i s  a c c e ~ t c h l e  to I m p e r i a l  ~m ORV a c t i v i t i e s  
would he  p e ~ t t e d  i n  t h e s e  a r e ~  = d  ba r e s t r i c t e d  t o  " e x i s t i n g  r~ads  
~ d  t r a i l s , "  The P~n/EIS should  de~ ine  " e x i s t i n g  toads  and t r a i l s "  
i n  some ~ n n e r  t o  l i m i t  newly  deve inped  toads  and t r a i l s  which a r e  
~ i n g  c r e a t e d  d a l l y  aczoss  t h e  desez~,  One t r i p  across  t h e  d e s e r t  
pavement i n  a v e h i c l e  w i l l  i n u r e  s c a r s  which r ema in  £or y e a r s .  I s  
t h ~ s  no~ cons ide r ed  an  e x i s t i n g  road??  

2 J  ~ PJ(P/EID should  d i s cus s  ho~ i t  p l a n s  t o  moni to r  g ~ z i n g  and t h e  
m i t i g a t i o n  p rocess  a d d r e s s i n g  g r a z i n g .  Emphasis should  be  p l a c e d  on 

1 S t a t e - l i s t e d ,  as w e l l  as  F e d e r a l l y - l i s t e d .  ~ 'nreatened,  Endangered and 

I S e n s i t i v e  w i l d l i f e  s pe c i e s  ~ d  their h~hitat when c o n s i d e r i n g  proposed 
a c t i o n s  or  p r o j e c t s  which may a f f e c t  such s p e c i e s .  1 am g l a d  to  see  
t h a t  Y ~  c l a p p e r  r a i l  h a b i t a t  w i l I  he  p r o t e c t e d  ~ d e r  a l l  a l t e ~ a -  
t i r e s .  

O v e r a l l ,  the Pg~°/EIS d o c ~ e n t  i s  w e l l  prepared and p r e s e n t e d .  I have  
no f u r t h e r  c e m e n t s  c o n c e d i n g  t h e  p l a n .  

S i n c e r e l y ,  

~ ~ . ~  
Claire S. Caldes  
A s s i s t a n t  Refuge M ~ a g n r  
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San DIBN~ ~ [h Eloclri(R F , ~ ,v r ~, 

AF~19 5~ A~'BS 
April 16, 1985 ',LINO . .  

YUle, : :0NA 

'1 

Mr, J. Da~in Snell 
Bureau of Land Hanage~nt 
Yuma Dis t r ic t  Offlce 
P.O. ~ x  5680 
Yuma, AZ 85364~O697 

Dear Mr. Snell: 

~ank you for the copy of the Draft Resource ~nag~ent Plan and 
Environmental impact Statement for the Yuma DTstrlct Planning area. 
YOU requested that ~ review the draft and provide you ~Ith our c o u n t s  

April 19, 1985. 

We have no cor~llents regarding the text of the plan except to say that 
~t appears to be a well-balanced approach to the ~nagement of the public 
lands in the Yuma Distr ict .  

However, we do suggest that the following changes be ~de to Maps g 
and 9 of the plan: 

o Map E does not show the Southwest Po~erlTnk COO kV transmission 
l ine located on the ~ r t h  boundary of the Ouechan Indian Reserva- 
t ion. Survey Drawing T-gooD-6 is hereby p~v[ded f o r  that purpose. 

o Map 8 shows the accretion land withdrawn and In public ownership. 
As you recal l ,  We purchased fee t i t l e  to the accretion lands 
pursuant to  Patent Oh-88-OOg9 {~py attached). A ~ange showing 
this ownership should be ~de. 

Again, thank you for the opportunity to ~en t .  I f  you have any 
questions regarding our ~ n t s ,  please call me at (619) 69G-2415, 

Sincerely, 

Licensing Analyst 

-179- 



6 - PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

221 

11 

85350 

April 16, 1985 

BUreau  of Land Management 
Tuma District Office 
P.O, BOX 5680 
¥uml, *z, 

Dear Mr, Snell, 

I would like t o  offer t he  followin~ comments on the Resource 
M~agement Plan in the a r e a  of off-road vehicles. 

The category"existing roads and trails wlth seasonal closings" 
has the smme per cent of acreage in the preferred and Aleernatlve 
D, ninety-five p e r  cent.. The category "designated roads a n d  trails" 
has  a l so  t he  same p e r  cen t  o f  a~ reags  i n  bo th  p l ans ,  one pe r  cen t .  
l suggest that these per cent figures and the number o f  acres in 
each category be interchanged so that the main portion of lands 
be limited t o  designated roads and trails rather than existing 
roads and trails. 

"Existing roads and trails" is a nebulous term and is not 
defined in the glossary. It seems that all it would take to create 
an existing trail is for someone to drive on it.Existlng trlils are 
constantly being obliterated in t hese  areas by blowing sand. 
"Designated" iS a much more concise definable term. As far as the 
alternatives are presently stated, the only satisfactory alternative 
seems t o  be alternative g as in this alternative seventy-seven 
per cent of acres are designated roads and trails. 

The "off" of off road vehicles should be eliminated and all 
vehicles on federal lands should be d r i v e n  on  designated roads or 
trails excep t  in mnemergency situation. The desert ecology is t oo  
fragile to be driven over indiscriminently. Trails made i n  certain 
areas bM vehicles tend to remain indefinitely. These areas are the 
home o f  the Desert Tortoise. Gila Monster. Flat-Tailed Horned 
Lizard, and Fringed-toed Lizard, all threatened or in Group IV. 
Vehicles driven f o r  r e c r e a t i o n a l  p u r p o s e s  should b e  limited tO  
designated roads and trails. 

T h e  number o f  acres as closed areas is surprisingly low. 
When t h e s e  a r e  s t a t e d  i n  p e r  c e n t  o f  t o t a l  a c r e a g e ,  a l t e r n a t i v e s  
Preferred, A, and D have only two per sent closed totally. 
Alternative E has o n l y  t w e n t y - o n e  p e r  cent closed which seems t O  
be inconsistent with its protection philosophy, 

I realize that probably nothing Dan be done about eliminating 
the two  competitive areas, parker ~OO and Ehrenberg Sand Bowl, 
B u t  more careful r e g u l a t i o n  of its use, and more distinct 

m~rMir~ of its boundaries so that there is no  possibility o f  
vehicles straying into adJoinin~ a reas .  Please keep this a s  it 
is. leas t han  one per cent o f  all O.R.V. a c r e a g e .  

I urge t h e  Yuma o f f i c e  o f  D . L . M ,  t o  t r y  t o  increase t h e i r  
staff numbers so that monitoring of all B,L.M. areas is a 
possibility. Please inform me of any time I san write a letter to 
officials o r  tO  mY congressmen when B,L.M, fundlng is an issue, 
A:letter at the right time stating that I feel that D.L.M. funding 
should be increased instead of decreased and giving reasons why 
is only effective if it comes at t he  right time. 

Thank yOU for c o n s i d e r i n g  my commen ts ,  

KathrynA. Michel 
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8 }8  E. Orange  Grove NO. 
Tucson, Arizona 88718 

Apr i l  i d ,  1988 

a. Darwin Snell, District Manager 
Bureau Of Land Management 
Yuma District Offlss 
Post Office Box 5680 
Yuma, Arizona 85364-0697 

RE: Yuma Ois t r lc t  (RHP/EI5) 

Dear Mr. Snell: 

this desert of southwestern grlzona contains a rich and interesting 
region of low rugged and plcturesqus mountains wlth broad valleys. 
The harsh impact of man can be noted through much of the area. 

I wou ld  like to encourage you to give environmental protection 
through Alternative E - Resource Protectlon. This is especially 
important r ega rd i ng  natural r i pa r i an  a reas .  I t  ls a na t i ona l  d i s -  
grace the manner and result in which the Colorado Rlver has lost 
Its natural qualities as a river. 

AS the west continues to expand, areas such as these which have 
wilderness or riparian potentla] will shrCnk and cease t o  exist 
completely. I t  is only through protection that the naturai character 
of the land will remain for future generations to enjoy, 

Dan Fischer 

2% 
OAN,E~ A. POOtE 

L R IAHN 

[ [ W~LLI~$ON 

~SLEY~ O,XON. J, 

Wildlife Management Institute 
Suite 725,1101 141/1 Street, N.W., Wa~hinglon, D.C 20005 • 2(]~/371-1808 

April t5, 1985 

Planning Tea Lender 
Bureau of  Laud Management 
Yuma District Office 
P.o. Box 5680 
Y~a, Arizona 85364 

Dear Sir: 

The Wildlife Management Institute is pleased ~o cement on DRAFT YUMA 
DISTRICT RESOURCE MANAOEMENT PLAN and ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT. 

The plan and impacts are well organized and stated. Wildlife is rec- 
ognized as a ~jor resource. 

We prefer Alternative g, hut believe so~ rel~atlon of the severe re- 
strictions on recreation concessionaires would he in order. 

A principal reason for our preference of  Alternative "8" over the pre- 
ferred alternative is ~hat "E" eliminates livestock grazing. This will 
be good for al~st all other resources, 

There are only 333 cattle involved, less than I percent of the forage 
in the three-county small livestock industry. There are f o u r  permanent  year 
long allot~nts on 366,660 acres - it takes 91 acres to feed a cow for one 
month. There are already 84 range Imp=ovements constructed, 88 for cattle, 
4 for wildlife (Appendix G). There are 2 miles o8 plpeldne, one well and 
one t r o u g h  proposed for the two "Impr~e~nt" allotlnents. 

An AUM is worth 88.85, (page 76). The gover~ent charges $1.35, a small, 
but outrageous subsidy. 

On page  13I ,  e l i m i n a t i o n  o f  g r a z i n g  i s  s h o ~  to  have  v e r y  p o s i t i v e  e f f e c t s ,  
and on page 77 it is stated that $19.9 million is spent in the area each year 
as a resul£ of recreation. 

Economics alone tells us that grazing is not only costly, hut detrimental 
to  the riparian and desert habitats that attract reereationdsts. 

We have seldom wren such clear-cut reasons for removing a s~ll da~gln 8 
l i v e s t o c k  use  to  b e n e f i t  t h e  broad p u b l i c  good. 
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LETTERS 

These r e ~ r k s  have been coordinated with W t l I £ ~ B .  Morse, the I n s t l t u t e ' s  
Western Represen ta t ive .  

Daniel A. Pools 
President 

DAP:sh 
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RIVER DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION 

P. O. BOX 8 

PARKER DAM, CALIF. 92267 

April 14, 1985 

Mr. Darwin Snell 
Planning Team Leader 
Bureau of  Land Management 
P.  O. Box 5680 
Yuma, Arizona 85364-0697 

Dear Mr. Snell, 

During a recent meeting of the River Development Association 
he~d on  March 28, 1985, all the members of our association wish 
to go on record as supporting the "Preferred Alternative Plan" 
of the Yuma District Resource Management Plan. 

We would like to take this opportunity to thank you and 
your staff for our  on-goin 8 working relationship to develop our 
p a r t i c u l a r  Bureau o f  Land Management Concess ions  to t h e i r  
highest potentials. 

225  
April ]7 ,  1985 

Planning Team Leader 
Bureau of Land Management 
P.O. Box 5680 
Vuma AZ 85364 

Dear Sirs, 

Myself and an associate, John Pechous, are currently working with the Tonto 
National Forest and other agencies in Arizona 6o develope a concept with 
respect to publ ic  recreat ional land use. I t  i s  our understanding that  you 
are nc~ In the process of developing a resource ~n~ge~nt plan and are 
accepting public input. We are both currently Marketing Program Managers for 
U-Haul Internat ional  and are responsible For U-Haul 's nationwide recreat ional 
rental program, l~e management of nearly ten thousand rental units including 
ATVS, Jet Skis, Surf Jets, f ishing boats and camping equipment has created 
an awa~eness of the problems posed by the rapidly increasing numbers of 
small recreational units in the United States. 

Rational Forest, BLM and other public properties become the obvious 
playgrounds for users of Al~/s, four-wheel drive vehicles and various types 
Df water~raft. The fact that every undeveloped piece of land and every 
body of water provides potential as a recreational use area, leads to some 
interesting management and enforcement problems for public agencies. The 
State of Ca]Ifornla currently ha, over forty pendlng lawsuits involving 
small recreat ional un i ts .  A good number of  these involved un i ts  were ren:ed. 

Re belteve that  an on-s i te  rental concession concept is consistent wi th the 
safety and management objectives of these public agencies. A concessionaire 
has a much greater chance of controll ing the behavior of his customers and 
use ef the equipment than a business which rents this type of equipment from 
a melropolltan location. The private sector should be permitted and 
required to be involved in the on-site management process of people using 
rs::ted units as they are profi t !ng from the use of these units on public land, 

From a common sense point of view, th is  type of management can only be 
effective i f  the potentlal area for use of these items Is restricted. 
W~ are thus proposing that "designated use areas" be establlshed 
part icularly for land use vehicles to make i t  physically possible for 
effective management to occur. Contro] and policlng of renters, reaction 
ti~e to injur ies and envlronmental impact could be reduced i f  such a 
program were adopted. 

Simply stated, a concession operation located adjacent to a designated 
use area would be: 

(1) 

1, ~ r e  econmica l Iy  ~ n a g ~  by govern~nt  agencies i f  the pr ivate  
sector was a l t ~  to contr ibute tn the management o f  these areas. 

2. Better ~ i n t a f n e d .  cleaner and would resu l t  i n  ]ass deterr~ntal 
tmpact to the environment through t ~ r o v e d  contro l .  

3. Safer for  both users and ~standers through ~ t t e r  sa fe~  and use 
tns~uettons~ po l i c ing ,  creat ing a directional f low Of t r a f f i c  and 
removal of  natural hazards. 

4. Cause the pr ivate s ~ r  to assu~ a ~ r e  responsible ro le  tn the 
control  and Ins t ruc t ion  of customers than i s  cur rent ly  the case in  
an o f f - s t te  rental operat ion. 

In the future we would ~ pleased ~ be involved tn whatever way you 
deem as appropriate i n  your planning process. Please keep us informed 

publ ic  hearings, etc,  wi th  respect to th i s  issue. Tbanh you for  your 
consideration. 

Regards 

848-0835 H 
263-6841 IWI 899-1755263.6818 I~t 

dba: Sun Count~Recreat iona l  Rentals 

c a n f i ~ i n g  conversation: Dennis Tur~sk i  

co: Dennis Tur~sk i  

(2) 
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226 
Apr i l  12 ,  1985 

Mr. Alan Belt 
District Office of the RLB] 
P.O. Box 5680 
Yum~, AZ 85364 

Dear Mr. Belt, 

An article appeared in The Yuma Dail~ Sun on Feb. 27th and stated that 
you would receive comments from citizens concernin~ development of the  
Colorado River land use plan. My comments are as followsl 

I can think of no other single pro~ect that would stimulate the economy 
of this community like the development of the river. The recreational 
potential is unlimited. Millions of dollars from tourism would flow into 
the community and local folks wouldn't have to go all the way to lake 
Martlnez to do a little boating. 

l realize there are wildlife and agriculture1 interests that must be pro- 
tected, but feel strongly that the recreational potential of the river can 
be realized without hurting either, 

f~. Dorr 
2617 Au te  r .  

228 
YU MA AI~.~I.{BE~E a 131ETY 

yUB4A, A~IZ~NA 85364 

2 

Apr i l  191 1985 

d. Darwin Snell, O l s t r i c t  Manager 
Yuma D i s t r i c t  Of f ice 
U.S. ~ureau of Land Management 
p .O .  Box 5~e~ 
Yuma+ Arizona 853~4-$697 

bea~ Mr. Snell :  

The fol lowing are Yuma Audubon's comments on the Draft Yuma 
D i s t r i c t  Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact 
Statement of January, 1985. We appreciate the opportunlt~ to 
comment on th is  major dmcument ~hicb ~ i l l  govern public land use 
over 2~S miles of land adJacen~ to the Colorado River. 
~cord ing lu ,  ~e have ~evle~ed the dmcument In detai l  and submit 
e~tensive comments. 

Tbls document is  Just a beginnlng, as you ~el l  know. We look 
forward to ~orklng with ~our o f f i ce  in Implemetln9 th is  plan. 
Including development of a monitorlng plan and ~ i te -spec i f ic  
plans, such as for uilde~ne=s areas and Areas of C r i t i ca l  
Envlronmentat Concern. 

N~LDLIFE H~BITAT 

We believe that "discourage' Ip. 7+ EIS) is  not strong enough 
l~nguage in reference to the introduction of exot ic species. 
• prevent" is more appropriate. 

On p. 13 of the EIS, the de f in i t ion  of " p r l o r i t u  ~ l l d l l f e  
habitat" i~ a b i t  confusing. In the th i rd  sentence o f  the ' ISS~  
I¢ Wi ld l i f e  Habitat" paragraph i t  is stated that the mnlu 
ac t i v i t i e s  mh~ch uould be allo~ed in p r i o r i t ~  ~ i l d l l f e  areas 
would be thmse that can be mitigated in such a mau that w i l d l i f e  
values are preserved or enhanced. But in the ne~t l lne 
improvements required by ~ining are categorical ly permitted, 
apparently ~ i t b o u t  regard for  impacts to ~ l l d l l f e  habi tat .  This 
same language appea~s on p. 14 in reference to 33 cul tura l  
reeource site~. We object st~onglu tm th is  blank check approach 
t~ managing mineral resources in supposedlu pr io r l tN  ~ i ] d l i f e  
and cultural ~esource areas. In addit ion, ~LM does not have the  
authorit~ to grant a blank check to miners; there mau be 
~Ituation~ in mhloh mining ac t i v i t i e s  wauld necessaril~ be 
curtai led due to resource protection language In the National 
Envlronmental Rollcs Act, Cal i fornia Environmental Suall tu Act, 
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PETITION 

L e t t e r  22~ was a bandwrlt~en p e t i t i o n  b e a r l r ~ A 6  s i g n a t u r e s  avd ~he f o l l o w i ~  

~ta~ement. The s~atemen~ has been ~ypad verbatim by BIH~or  b e ~ e r  

reproduction a~d ease of read ing  i n  this EI$. 

Planning Team Leader, s ~ ,  ¥ u ~  O f f i c e :  

Ne would l l k e  ~o urge the~ a reas  N&-8 (5-1~MB Cactus P l a i n )  and 

5-23A and 5-23B of Kap 7 of 1984 Resource Management Plan ~ tn  open 

~er mlnerai prospecting and e~try for sew mineral claims. 

21 

+I 

6 

Endangered Spec ies  Ac t ,  mad Na t i ona l  H i s t o r i c  P rese rva t i an  Ac t .  

Due to the high level of impact often associated with mining 
sc t l v i t l e s ,  ~e strongly recommend mineral withdraw] of a l l  
p r i o r i t y  ~ i l d l i f e  habi tat .  

I t  Is  alms l i s t ed  on p. 13 af the EIS that roads accessing 
u t i l l t g  car~idors and f ac i l i t i e s  would be closed in p r l o r l t y  
w i l d l l f e  habitat.  We lupport th is  pollc~, but in r ea l i t y ,  ho~ 
w i l l  BLM close these roads, and then ho~ would the closures be 
en fo rced?  

Also+ what is  an "ex i l t i ng "  road or t r a i l ?  We stransly recommend 
a ~oute designation procesm, such as t ha t  employed bu the 
¢a l l f o rn la  Desert D i s t r i c t  of BLM. Since an "eximtln~" t r a i l  can 
often be established b~ one vehicle t rave l l ing  of f - road on~e, 
exist ing roadl and t r a i l s  need to be defined ver~ spec i f i ca l l y ,  
such as in ~e fe renoe  to some map. 

Secau/e human ac t iv l tN  at watering holes can preclude ~ l l d l i f e  
ueel ue recommend adoption of a policS of no camping wlthi~ a 
quarter mile of sPPlngs. 

In general, we ape pleased to see ~iparian woodlands and Bighorn 
Sheep receiving special at tent ion,  but othe~ species and 
habitats deserve attent ion as well. He are especlallu concerned 
about the management of I t a t e - l i ~ t ed  specie~ bab l t l t .  No 
consultatlon procedures or mitlgatlmn is  |e~allu requlred fo r  
these species, making i t  doublu important that theu be dllcussed 
thoroughly in an EIS. 

We partloularlS recommend that the habitats of the Flat-tai led 
Horned Lizaed (Phrynosoma m ' ca l l i l )  and Frlnge-toed Lizard ¢Uma 
notate rufopunctata) be designated p r i o r l t 9  ~ | I d l l f e  habi tat .  
Puethermore, ue believe crucia l  or high density ~ l la  Monster and 
Desert Tortoise habitat should be designated p~Ior l ty  w i i d l l f e  
habitat as wel l .  Other i r a t e - l i s t ed  species e l l l  9enerallu be 
protected bN p r i o r i t g  wi l d l i f e  designation in r ipar ian 
e~odlands, but on]g i f  w i l d l i f e  In tho~e areas rea l l y  receive~ 
p r i o r l t g .  

On P. 72, i t  should be mentioned that the Yum~ Puma (Feli~ 
concoloP bro~nll is a candidate fOP the Federal l i s t  of 
threatened and endangered species. 

General Impacts on w i l d l i f e  (p. 87, EISI: Long-term benefits 
de~crlbed here are contingent upon a low level of mining 
act iv i tN.  See also p. 97, las t  paragraph. Also, the Yuma Clapper 
Rall (Rallus I ong i r o l t r l s  sumanenlls) is an endangered 
areolae--meaning there are s ign i f i can t  threats to the anlm~l, 
Merel~ sustaining i t s  population is not enough. We support 
management to restore and enhance Yuma Clapper Rail habitat and 
increase the population of th is  subspecies so i t  man some time 

P a g e  2 
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I 
| Jn the f u t u re  be considered no longer endanegered. 

I On p. 98~ impacts from minera ls  and enersg ac t i v i t i e s  need to  be 
dlscu~sed. This is  t rue  fop the other a l t e rna t i ves  as ~e l l .  As 
mentioned above, mining could be a ser ious impact to  ~ l l d ] i f e  
hab i t a t ,  even In  p r i o r i t ~  hab i ta t  areas. 

l The u i l d l l f e  m i t i ga t i on  sec t ion  on p. IS5 needs to be expanded 
conslderabl~.  H i t l ga t i on  poison needs to  be estab l ished fo r  
impacts from ~ecreat iona] development, minings energg 
development, graz ing,  and other ac t i v i t i e s .  The leve l  o f  
m l t l ga t l on  should be quan t i f i ed  as ~e l l .  We ~ecammend m i t i ga t i on  
at  more than 75~ of l os t  hab i ta t  un i t s .  

l On p. 248, Appendi~ E, i t  should be noted t ha t  the F l a t - t a i l ed  
Horned L i za rd  and Fr lnge- toed L iza rd  are both Group 3 Ar izona 

0 l l s t ed  species and Categorg 2 candidate speEies fo~ the Federal 
L i s t .  On pp. 249 and 25~, Appendix F, the source (ELM 198~) 
given f o r  these species l i s t s  i s  not c l t ed  in the refernces 
sec t ion .  

GRAZING 

We recommend a number o f  changes in  the p re fe r red  A l t e rna t i ve  
g raz i ng  element. 

I Ephemeral a l lo tments .  The EIS does not disEuss the e f f ec t  o f  
ephemeral grazing on ~ i l d l l f e .  FOr e~aBple, ho~ does ca t t l e  
g raz i ng  impact Desert To r to i ses  who a lso  r e l y  on ephemeral 
plante? Wh9 doesn' t  SLM a l l o ca te  forage f o r  Deeert Tortoises? 
Nothing i s  presented on vegeta t i ve  cond i t ion  and apparent trend 

1 in  cond i t i on  f o r  the ephemeral a l l o tmen ts  in the Yuma D i s t r i c t .  
Nhat r o l e  de l l  va r i a t i on  in  vegetat ion plan in  the ecolo9~ o f  
v i l d l l f e  in  the Yuma D i s t r i c t ?  Research b~ Danita Herds o f  the 
Un lvers l tB  o f  Ar izona ind ica tes  t ha t  green vegetat ion but not 
~ater i s  a l im i t i ng  f ac to r  in  reproduct ion of  Round-tai led 
Ground Squ i r r e l s  (Journal of the Arizona-Nevada Academe o f  
Science, Proceedlngs Supplement, p. 25, 19851. 

Given a l l  these unknowns, ~e recommend tha t  ephemeral l i ves tock  
graz ing be e l im ina ted  from the Yuma D i s t r i c t .  Same of these 
ephemeral a l lo tments  have nat even been used fo r  a number o f  
~ears, such as Lake Hava~u North and Lake Havasu South (EIG, p. 
198). Not onl~ could u i l d l l f e  u t l l i z e  t h i s  vegetat ion fop food 
and cover, but i t  would also prevent se l l  erosion and provide 
humus In an environment where humus i s  scarce (see Wallace H. 
Fu l l e r ,  Ro l l s  o f  the Desert Southwest, Tucson: UnlvePsit~ o f  
Ar izona  Press,  pp. ~E-41), 

Perennial-ephemeral A l lo tments .  We a lso recommend tha t  Increases 
f o r  ephemeral graz ing be e l im lna ted  on perennial-ephemeral (P-E) 
a l lo tmente  f o r  the  reasons mentioned above. We also fee l  t h a t  
more needs to be done to  improve the cond i t ion  of  the 
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environment on the P-E a l lo tments  than i s  proposed in the 
Prefer red A l t e rna t i ve .  

The Mule a l lo tment  should be r e t i r ed  from 9raz lng.  No use f o r  
t h i s  purpose h~¢ occurred In  5 gears, set 45% of th l~  a l lo tment  
i s  s t i l l  in  onls f a i r  or poor cond i t ion .  We disagree with ELM's 
proposal t o  put t h i s  a l lo tment  in  the Mainta in c l ass - - t h i e  
imp l ies  there are no ser ious resource use con f l i c t s  and there 
~ i l l  b~ nu change in  gPazlng p rac t l c cs ,  although ~e do agree 
t ha t  there should be no change in the geazlng p rac t i ces  o f  the 
lamt 5 ~ears s ince t h l e  a l lo tment  has ~one ungeazed. The Hose 
a l l o t m e n t  i nc ludes  par ts  of the  Cactus P l a i n  and East Oactu~ 
Pla in  ~As  and these unique hab i t a t s  should be protected f ro~ 
dlstu~bance. 

We agree t ha t  the cond i t ion  of  the Nine-Mi le and Ganado 
a l l o tmen ts  neede to  be improved, but not b~ ex~andlng graz ing.  
Under GLM's p~oposed ac t i on ,  onl~ 65% of  these a l lo tments  would 
be Improved to  good to  exce l l en t  cond i t ion .  This meane 35~ af  
these area l  ~ould have lese than 5S% of  t he i r  po ten t i a l  
veget~t lon.  The Sanado a l lo tment  in  pa r t i cu l a r  needs improving, 
wi th  4E% o f  the area in  poor to  f a i r  co~dl t lon and most o f  t h i ~  
in s t a t l c  or even downward t rend.  Dispersing the ca t t l e  i n t o  the 
Cactus Plaln wi lderness would not be an improvement, but r a the r  
than opposite~ and ~e ~ecommend tha t  ca t t l e  be kept out o f  the 
f eag l l e  Cactus Pleln and East Cactus Plain WEAl. ELK'S 
improvement plan i s  a no-uln s l t ua t i on - -e l t he r  a l low continued 
overgrazing in Osborne Wash, or dlsperse the ca t t l e  and a l low 
graz lng on prev lousI~ ungrazed areas o f  the Cactus and La Paso 
Piain~. 

The Bishop a l lo tment  ce r t a l n l ~  needs mope than Just " cus tod i a l "  
management. 3G% of  i t  i I  in poor to  f a l r  cond i t ion ,  none of  i t  
i s  in exce l l en t  cond i t ion ,  and i t s  t~end i s  IBm% s ta t i c .  This i~ 
c lea r l~  undesi rab le .  

Given the genera l l~  poop qua l l t ~  of the vegetat ion in these 
a l lo tments ,  along ~ I t h  the t ac t  t ha t  i t  takes over 90~ acres to  
support one co~, ue quest ion the economic and eco log ica l  
v i ab i l i t 9  o f  hr~Ing to  support large:  exo t i c  herbivores in  the 
d r i es t  desert  of the Unlted States when there were no func t i ona l  
equ iva lents  o f  ca t t l e  under per-European contact cond i t i ons  (a t  
leas t  not since the Ple is tacenel  ~hen the c l imate  and vegetat ion 
were dJ f f e ren t ) .  We be l ieve t ha t  ELM's planning goal should be 
to  re tu rn  a l l  a11otments to  exce l l en t  condi t ion as soon as 
poss ib le ,  inc lud ing through the e l im ina t i on  o~ a t  the leas t ,  
reduct lan of  graz ing.  

SPECIAL MANAGEMENT AREAS 

He f ee l  a l l  f i f t een  Special Management Areas a re  uoeth~ o f  
des lsnat lan as Areas o f  C r i t i ca l  Environmental Concern (ACEC). 
I t  i s  i r on i c  tha t  the lq75 Yuma D i s t r i c t  Management Framework 
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Plan ~ould p ro tec t  more areas and mare acres ~ i t h  speclaI  
management des ignat ion (Pre fer red A l t e rna t i ve l  SltSb~ acres, 2 
areasl A l t e rna t i ve  A: 52, D4~ acres, 4 areas~ see Table 2 - I ,  p. 
15). 

we also note t ha t  ~h i l e  on p. 3 o f  the EIS Special  Managl~ent 
Area designat ions are seen as ' r es t r i c t i ve "  the~ could also be 
vle~ed as "p ro tec t i ve . "  

We fee l  tha t  ELM should have resurve~ed the d i s t r i c t  t o  
determine ~hether there a~e area l  tha t  mer i t  ACEC designat ion.  
The areas in t h i s  plan were apparent ly  i den t i f i ed  in  thm 1975 
MFP (p. am) ~hlch predates FLPMA. Since FLPHA cleaPIg mandates 
p r i a r l t g  cons idera t lon  be given to  ACECs ( i t  i e  nan ? years 
s ince FLPHA became la~) ,  a hem survey should have been made. 
Perhaps t h i s  a lso exp la ins  uh~ there were so fe~ po ten t i a l  (not 
to  mention recommended) ACECs in the EIS. 

ELM's ~n  desc r ip t i ons  o f  these Gpclal Management Areas are the 
best recommendation fo r  des ignat ion.  

- ->  CROSSMAN PEAK Includes some ~reas outs ide the ~A  ~hlch ue 
recommend f o r  wi lderness.  I t  ha l  unusual p lan ts  and anlmals~ 
inc lud ing the Gingleaf  Pinyon (Pious monoph~lla}. Th l l  i s  
clearS9 of  more than loca l  s i gn i f i cance  because the extremes of  
d i s t r i bu t i on  of  p lants  and animals and t a l l e r  populat ions can 
prov ide important  data to  sc i en t l l t s  seeking to  understand p lant  
d i s t r i bu t i on  and c l ase l f |Ea t l on ,  cllmates~ and evaJut ion.  The 
three r e p t i l e s  o f  specla l  concern also g ive this area marl  than 
loca l  i n t e res t ,  spec ia l  worth, and concern. The cu l t u ra l  values, 
sacredness to  the Mohave people, a lso lend t h i s  ar~a marl  than 
loca l  s l gn i f l cance ,  spec ia l  ~orth~ meanlng~ d i s t i n c t i veness ,  and 
a cause fo r  concern tha t  the~e Sp t r l t ua ]  values could be 
v i o l a t ed  i f  the area IS not protected from mlnin~ and veh icu la r  
incurs ion .  P ina l l ~ ,  since Sighorn Sheep are g rea t l~  sought b~ 
~atchers of ~ I l d l i f e  ~nd hunters, again t h i s  area i s  o f  more 
than loca l  concern. ~t has c~ l t u ra l ,  scenic,  and f i sh  and 
u l l d l i f e  values and exh ib i t s  other na tura l  s~stems and 
processes, a l l  o f  more than loca l  concern (see ~3 CFR 17S2(a), 
161S.7-2). We agree w i th  ELH'S recommendation to  deslgnate 
Crossman Peak a Special Management Area, but i t  should be an 
ACEC, not j u s t  a Natural  Scenic Area, ~hich means so much less 
than ACEC designat ion.  

- - >  AUSREY HILLS should a lso be an ACEC. Hang people d r i v i ng  
from Parker to  Lake Hsvasu Ci te  pass b~ t h i s  area and admire i t s  
scenic values. Thes people come from a l l  over APlzona, southern 
Ca l i f o rn i a ,  and during the ~ i n t e r ,  the northern United S ta le r  
and Canada. I t  is  a needed cont ras t  t o  the in tens ive  development 
o f  the Parker S t r i p  and Lake Havasu C i ty ,  There ape also f i sh  
and ~ i l d l l f e  values In  tha t  Bighorn Sheep are present.  The 
boundar~ a lso ~oes do~n to  the Colorado River and vould help 
preserve natura lness along the r i ve r .  Are there anB Yuma Clapper 
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l Rai ls  along the r i ve r  in  t h i s  area? I f  so, an ACEC would $1so 
6 serve to  p ro tec t  them. The Yuma Clapper Rail  is  a Federal l~ 

endangered specles and i s  thus o f  more than loca l  i n t e res t .  

- - >  WHIPPLE MOUNTAINS i s  a unique area and ~ f i nd  i t  hard to  
understand how eLM could neglect  recommendinq I t  fop ACEC 
s ta tus .  I t  has tremendous value as a natura l  sumtem wl th  i t s  
• Ar lzona"  vegetat ion in  Ca l l f o rn l a l  inc lud ing Saguaro and 
Foo th i l l  Pale Verde. I t  l s  another area where p lan ts  are at the 
extremes of t he i r  ranges and f o r  t h i s  reason l s  o f  great  
s c l en t i f l c  I n t e res t .  Also o f  s c i en t i f i c  i n t e res t  are the woodrat 
middens which help In recone t ruc t lng  past c l ima t i c  and 
veeeta t lon  h i s t a rg .  Cu l tu ra l  values are a lso important in  the 
Whipple Mountains ~lhh many archaeologicel  s i t es  and sacred 
meaning t o  the Yuman Indians.  Add to  t h i s  Desert Bighorn Sheep 
and an area t h a t  extends to  the Colorado R ive r ,  where there say 
be Yuma Clapper Ra i ls ,  and t h i s  Is  one of  the aost worthy ereas 
f o r  designat ion as an ACEC. I t s  na t iona l  s i gn i f i cance  Is  also 
a l t e red  t o  b~ inc lus ion  In  TIE SIERRA CLUS GUIDE TO THE NATURAL 
AREAS OF CALIFORNIA bg John Peppy and Sane GPeverus Peers (San 
Franc isco l  S ie r ra  Club Sooksl 1983). 

- ->  ThE MESA has bB ~LM's Judgment "some of  the ~o~t outstanding 
sccnlo fea tures  in  the Havasu Resource Area" (EISI p. b l ) .  This 
area i s  t~u]~ except lonal  to be outstanding among already 
outstanding areas. I t  i s  h igh ly  scenic,  looming above the B i l l  
Wi111a~s River (which hal  a t t r ac ted  the a t t en t i on  of  The Nature 
Canservanc~), and contains a Elghorn Sheep ]ambles aree. The 
Suckskln Mountain Bighorn Sheep have been se r i ~s l~  Impacted b~ 
denia l  o f  access tD the Colorado River because of development o f  
the area, and ACEC s ta tus  f o r  The Mesa would help them. Thl  Mesa 
wet at leas t  recommended f o r  Outstanding Natural  Area s ta tus  in  
the 1975 ~P  and eLM hasn ' t  sho~n ~hu t h i s  recommendation should 
be changed no~. 

- ->  GIDRALTAR MOUNTAINS i s  an area where ELM should acquire the 
sp l i t  es ta te and make t h i s  Special  Management Area par t  o f  the 
G ib ra l t a r  ~ l lderness.  See our comments under wi lderness.  

- ->  SANDED CANYON l s  another example of  an area wi th  ¢uch 
s i gn i f i can t  values t ha t  ue f i nd  i t  hard to  understand uhu i t  i s  
noh recommended as an ACEC. I t  has a l readv been recommended as a 
Nat ional  Natural  Landmark, shoulng i t  I s  o f  mope than loca l  
s i gn i f i cance .  I t  has 9rea l  scenic value, i l l u s t r a t es  geolog ica l  
and elpaPian s~shems and proceeeess and i s  a t r ans i t i on  between 
two desert t~pes. Such zones of  contact are o f  gre~t Importance 
to  eco log ica l  and botan ica l  s tud ies .  

- ->  PLANET PEAK should be made an ACEC to  pro tec t  i t s  w l l d l l f e  
resources. The Slghorn Sheep are o f  much more than loca l  
i n t e res t .  Sighorn Sheep a t t r ac t  people from throughout the s t a t e  
f o r  observat ion,  hunt ing,  and cons t ruc t ion  o f  water ing tanksl  
Si~hoen Sheep herds are a lso used to  repopulate f o rme r  Slgborn 
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range. However, ue do recommend that the portion of Planet Peak 
EMA uhlch overlaps the Suansea WSA should be made part of the 
Swansea Wl]de~nes~ Area, thi~ also protecting the e l l d l i f e  
values. See our CDmments under ¢ilderness. 

--> CACTUS PLAIN WSA overlaps the ERA and the ~hole area should 
be designated ~llderness. See our comments unde~ Wilderness. 

--> LA POSA PLAIN should be designated an ACEC. I t s  s im i l a r l t ~  
to the Cactus Plain is one good reason for such designation~ 
since i t  represents a rare and unique habitat tupe. Protecting 
i t  gould protect netura] dlversi t~ of the s tab i l i zed sand dune 
habi tat .  Th i~  area was recommended as a Natural Resources 
Experlment and Research Area in the 1975 MFP and eLM has since 
given no e~pianation wh~ i t  should not be so designated. 

--> BIG MARIA MOUNTAINS is the onlu ACEC recommended b~ eLM and 
we endorse I t~  designation. I t  contains cu l tu ra l  resources of 
national slgniflcance~ including geogI~phs. Ho~ever~ for  the 
reasons explained tn  our comments on Wilderness, we recommend 
that the  BIg Harlas WSAs ~hich overlap part of the Dig Marias 
proposed ACEC be designated ullderness. 

--> M]LPITAS WASH is of more than local s igni f icance because of 
the habitat varlet~ i t  provides to Cal l fornla.  eLM points out 
such signif icance b~ ca l l lne i t  " .  , . one of the largest 
examples of v l r t ua l l u  undisturbed Sonoran Desert remaining in 
Dal i forn ia"  (E~S, p. 63). The area takes on national 
signif icance bu being ~Pitten about in two booksl THE NORTH 
AMERICAN DESEETS bu Edmund Jaeger (Stanford, CA: Stanford 
Unlveraltu Press, 1957, p. 97) and THE SIERRA CLUe SUIDE TO ThE 
NATURAL A~EAS OF CALIFORNIA bu ~ohn Perr~ and ~ane 8reverus 
Perks (San Francisco: Sierra Club Books, 19831 p. 296). These 
books recelve national d is t r ibu t ion .  The re la t i ve  abundance of 
vege ta t i on  i n  t h i s  a rea  a l so  recommends  i t  a~ an ACEC, a l ong  
e l th  potent ial  for destruction of the area from ORV u~e. Such an 
area i s  ve ru  much ~orthu of ACEC designatlon to protect i t s  
unique and irreplaceable character ist ics.  

--> LAEUNA-MARTINEZ is another area that cries out fo~ ACEC 
de~Ignatlon. Th l i  l l  one of the l imi ted areas ef qualltN 
r ipar ian habitat s t i l l  remaining along the Colorado River. As 
such ,  i t  has tremendous value for ~ i l d l i f e  and humans ~ho enjo~ 
that ~ t l d ] i f e .  I t  is ~Iso important to remember that th is  
~ l ] d l l f e  valu~ sam formerlu recognized b~ designating much of 
this area part o f  the Imperial Natlonal W i ld l i f e  Refuge. Thls is 
~ssentlal habitat for  the endangered Yuma Clapper Rail and the  

I 
Arlzona and Cal l fornia l i s ted  Slack Rail. ]h is  also an 
e~t~emel~ important area for  the Yel low-bi l led Cuckoo, uhlch is 

~7  on the Cal l fornla state l i s t ,  The Yel low-bi l led Cuckoo has been 
at t ract lne Increasin~ concern in Cal i fornla l  giving the 

I Laguna-MaPtlnez area mort than local signif icance. David Gaines 
and Stephen A. Laumon, ~ho surveyed the who le  State of 
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| 7 BCa l l f o rn ta  f o r  Ye l l ou -b i l l ed  Cuckoos  s t a t e  t h a t  "The  

i 
YeI lo~-b l l led Cuckoo i i  at a c~ I t i ca l l ~  Io~ popu la t i on  ]eve]l  
not onlu in Cal i fornia,  b~t in the northern Rocks Mountalnsl the 
Great ) a l l n ,  and the  Paci f lc Northwest as se l l "  ( 'Decl ine, 
Status and Preservation of the Yel low-bi l led Cuckoo in  
Ca l i fo rn ia , "  WESTERN 8IRDS 15~73, I784), Theu further sag of the 

I 
Colorado River Va l I ~ :  "Survival of the cuckoo in th is  region 
~ i i l  requi~e preservation of habitat" (Ibld.~ p. 72). Theg also 
f l a t lB  state that "The . . . center near Laguna need~ 
protection" ( I b l d , ) .  I have observed Yello~-b~Iled Cuckoos and 
heard Slack Rail In th is area. Further, "Shantytown" and the 
~dJaclnt area a t t rac ts  birders from much of Cal l fornla and 
Arizona, and is  e lpecial l~ important to Cal i fornia birders who 

e ~pec ies  o the rw i se  Pa re  ~ i t h l n  t he i r  i t a t e ,  such  as  t he  can • e 
G i l a  Woodpecke r l  Abmr t ' s  Touhee l  Luc~ '=  N l r b l e r ,  B ronzed  
Co~blrd~ and Broun~c res ted  Flucatcher ( see  A BIRDER'S GUIDE TO 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA bu Jam~s Lane~ Denver~ L & P Press, 1976 and 
SIRDER'S CALIFORNIA b~ Don Roberson, Austin: American Birding 
Association, 1978), 

Thus th is  area has a relevance and importance that is much mope 
than Just local ,  ~I th high scenic and ~ l l d i l f e  values and 
natural s~items and procemses ( r ipar ian) .  We are especiaIl~ 
concerned that th is  area might be developed to the detriment of 
the w l i d l l f e  and vegetatlon, including the "Shantutown" area 
chick should retain I t l  vegetation to the benefit of e i l d l l f e .  

--> MUGGINS MOUNTAINS proposed SMA contains a larger apes than 
the Hugglnl Mountains HER. The WSA should be deslgnated 
~ l ldornNs,  for the reasons l i s ted  in our comments on 
wlld~rnesl. The remaining part of the SMA should become an ACEC 
because of i t s  ~ l l d l i f e ,  cu l tu ra l ,  and scenl¢ values. 

--> MOHAHM MOUNTAINS have hlgh scenic values, being seen b~ 
People from a l l  over the United States t rave l l ing  along ]-8.  
Thus the i r  scenic value l l  of more than IDea] signif icance. 
Other than Impacts from mi l l ta rB ac t l v l t i e s ,  the southern part 
of th ls range (south of I-B) is  f a i r l s  ~el] protected because of 
l imi ted public access ,  The northern ~ectlon also needs 
pro t lc t lon  to preserve the Inteerihu of the ehole range, eLM 
doeln' t  even mentlon the w i l d l i f e  values of th i s  area. ACEC 
i t a t us  wou ld  p rov i de  t he  p ro tec t i on  t h i s  a rea  needs  f r om  
potential encroachment. 

--> YUMA DESERT should be designated an ACEC because of I t s  
s ign i f i can t  ~ l l d i i f e  and scenic values~ as well a s  i t s  
exempli f icat ion of a natura] l~stem and I t s  processes. As Yuma 
expands~ the habitat th is  area represents ~ l ] ]  become rare. 
Plants luCh as Sand Food (Ammobroma sonorael and rep t i les  such 
as the F l a t - t a i l ed  Horned Lizard and Frlnge-teed Lizard e i ther  
occur or ma~ occur in th ls  area and ACEC status would protect 
some of the l r  range, which is  contlnuaI]~ shrinking. Euphorbia 
piatgsperma ma~ occur in th is  a~ea, This area also provides 
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scenic oleos of the Gila Mountains and the horizon extends a l l  
the us9 to Sonora. The Sand Food is  also a food of importance to 
the Papago Indians and use formerls used bw them. Thus the area 
is  also of h i s t o r i c  signif icance. This area gas recommended as a 
Natural Resources Experiment and Research Area in the 1975 MPP 
and eLM presents no rat ionale for not designating i t  as such. I t  
should at least be given that status unless ELM can give va l id  
con t raPg  reasons .  

The p l an t s  occu r r i ng  i n  t h i s  a rea  ( and  i n  o t he r  SMAS) wou ld  
appa~entl~ benefit from special management pol ic ies in 
Al ternat lve C. GEIS, p. 118, Table 4-23). What exactlu are these 
management po l lc ies l  and i f  they could be Included in 
A l ternat ive Ci which is blased towards production, ~hu ape theu 
not included in the Preferred Al ternat ive which is supposedlu a 
more balanced management approach? 

--> GILA MOUNTAINS is  not an area considered bg eLM fo~ Special 
Management designation, but should be recommended as an ACEC. 
The area ue are Pecommending is  RSAs 5-39 and 5-4~ as delineated 
in the Intensive Inventors. This area has high natura] values, 
Including Elephant Trees (Eursera mlcrophulla) and there i~ 
kearnew Sumac (Rhus kearneui), an extremelg pa~e plant, in the 
61la Mountains. Cerhalnig the  presence of Searne~ Sumac ~ould 
give th is  area national signif icance and be of great s c i en t i f i c  
value. Th~ area to the north of I -8  needs to be protected from 
encroachme,t. I t  is also veru scenic to t rave l le rs  along I-8~ 
a~ain of national s igni f icance because of the ~lde areas thee 
come from. ACEC status ~ould also preserve the Gila Mountains as 
a scenic backdrop for  Yuma, much as the Crossman Peak ~rea is a 
backdrop fop L~ke Revasu Cltg. 

F inaI lu ,  ~e ~ould l l ke  to mention that the Yuma D i s t r i c t  
contains nearl~ 2.7 m i l l l on  acres. SureI~ i~ ACECI (includin~ 
our recommendation for the Gila Mountalns) is not excessive uhen 
Sou consider that the Cal i forn ia Desert D i s t r i c t  contaln~ 12.1 
m i l l i on  ac res  and 72 ACECs. 

~e feel that a l l  16 of the above areas are ~orth~ of formal 
recogn i t i on  and  t he  secu r i t ~  t ha t  such  r ecogn i t i on  and  ACEC 
plans would provide. Since we have not seen the "management 
prescript ions" that eLM proposes for 5 of these areasl we cannot 
determine whether theu ~o~Id provlde su f f l c i en t  protection. I f  
these areas are ~orth~ of recognition (and theu are} theu should 
be deslgnated ACECe, rather than reluing on more easi lu a l tered 
and weaker "management prescr ipt ions."  

VEGETATION 

Ne strongI~ urge eLM to designate pPioPlt~ management areas to 
a l l  T & E and sensi t ive plants in the Yuma D i s t r i c t .  This could 
be done through ~lldernes~ management o r  ACEC demignatlon, the 

Page 

l a t t e r  i f  confined to a small area. 

A re  t he re  r ipar lan areas along the Colorado, GIla, and B i l l  
R i l i l am l  Rivers ~hlch w~Jld no% be managed as p r l o r i t u  habitat? 
I f  co, the9 should be managed as p r l o r l t s  r ipar ian habitat.  

On P. 8 (Threatened and Endangered Plantsl l  I t  should be 
mentioned that the Endangered Species Act requires consultation 
with the Fish and Wl ld l fe  Service in a "maw af fect "  s i tuat ion.  

BLH should ~ork ~ i th  the Bureau of Reclamation and the State of 
Arizona to  determine the status and d iBt r lbut l0n of Euphorbia 
platysperma. Our Informatlon is that i t  has on1~ been found in 
two places In the world--near the mouth of the Colorado River in 
Arizona and in Cal i fornia at another IDeation. So l i t t l e  i l  
known of t h i s  plant that i t  could disappear ( I f  i t  hasn't 
alreadg), I f  i t  i~ indeed as rare as i t  seems. 

Opuntia wleginsi i  also needs protection. This cactul species 
~a~n't even recognized un t i l  1965 and much more needl to be 
known about i t s  d i s t r i bu t ion  and requirements before destPouing 
areal ~n ~hleh i t  occurs. Again, wilderness and/or ACEC 
deelgnation ~ould protect th is  species, especlallu i f  wr i t ten 
into a management plan, 

Du rse ra  m l c rophu l l a  wou ld  r ece i ve  p ro tec t i on  b~ be i ng  i nc l uded  
in our proposed Gila Mountains ACECI as verb l l ke ]y  would Rhue 
kearne~i. 

The cac tus  spec i es  (Ce reus  g regg i i ,  Co rsphan tha  v i v t papa  
aIversonii~ Ferocaotus acanthodes aoanthodelt and Opuntla 
u igg lne l l )  also need  to be protected, and In some c a s e s  
wilderness and ACES designatlpn would do so--but not the 
Preferred Al ternat ive.  The public also needs to be educated as 
to the importance of leavlng the~e cacti ~hera thee a~e rather 
than co l lec t lng them. 

PhoIisma arenaPium gould be protected in part by de=ignatlng the 
Cactus P la i n  al  ~ilderne~s. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

We feel that a l l  areas of high cu l tura l  res~rce value or 
potent ial  should be protected hu ACECI. elm needs to surve~ 
unsurveued areas to determine ~hat is  there. Areas of moderate 
cu l tura l  resource value or concentration should be protected 
through management guidelines, and some of these should Si lo be 
ACECs. As a minimum, we feel that a l l  areas ident i f ied  in 
Al ternat ive E of the December 9, 1983 Resource Management Plan 
report should be designated ACECs and withdrawn from mineral 
entru, along with anu other high value or high potential areas. 
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LE'I-I'ERS 

I t  goes w i thout  saulng tha t  Nat ional  Register l i s t ed  e r  e l i g i b l e  
s i t es  should be ACECs. The Yuma D i s t r i c t  has man~ p r i ce less  and 
vu lnerab le  cu l t u ra l  resources, not Just those in the Dig Mattes. 

The r e l i g i ous  concerns o f  American Indian groups over sacred 
a reas ,  such  as archaeological  s i t es  and  mountains, should a lso 
he accomodated. 

Pa~e I I  

WILDERNESS 

A l l  IS NDAs should be ~eco~mended b~ DiM f o r  ~ i lderness.  As we 
shoo below, man~ o~ the management d i f f i cu l t i e s  which DLM 
ment lon l  could be resolved.  We fee l  t ha t  ra the r  than t r ~ i ng  to  
reso lve these d l f f l cu l t i e l  DiM took the eal~ wad out b~ 
rec~mending sgalnst  almost everw WSA in  the Yuma D i s t r i c t .  We 
a lso f l nd  i t  cur ious t ha t  eLM i s  mope concerned about whether 
there i s  wi lderness ~ i t h l n  a 5-6 hou r  d r i ve  of Phoen i x  er  Los 
Vegam than  whether there are wl lderness areas close te  the 
c i t l s l  and townl  o f  the Yuma D i s t r i c t  l e  tha t  people ~on ' t  have 
to  d r ive  to  the P re l co t t  Nat lonal  Forest  or Organ Pipe Nat ional  
Monument i n  order to  enter a ~l ldernems area. 

Moreover, ELM claimm con f l i c t s  ~ I t h  mineral  pe ten t i a I  o r  values 
i n  mann of these WEAl. Out nowhere in the EIS is  there an 
i nd i ca t i on  o f  mlneral  po ten t i a l  and Production outs ide the  WSAS. 
The WEAl  have  been threugh a r igoreus screening process, 
i nvo lv ing  several  cuts o f  areas. Then came the IDLA and Watt 
dec is ions to  d~op net more areas. A I ~ ,~S  acre WSA in  the Yuma 
D is t r i c t  was dropped because o f  those decis ions.  What remain/ as 
NSAs i s  onl~ the molt  outstanding.  We can ' t  san tha t  f op  DLM'K 
mineral  eva luat ions of  these WSAs, because non-NSA area l  ~ere 
never compared wi th  the NSAs. 

DLM'I ulldePnes~ recommendations f o r  the Yuma D i l t r l c t  are the 
pa l t r i e s t  s ince the Ar izona S t r i p  recommendations. There are 1D 
WSAm, but ELM prOpOlel onl~ two f o r  wi lderness.  One of  these i s  
Shin ?&D acres and the other has been reduced In  s l ze .  The tab le  
belo~ shews the meagreness o f  the Yuma D i s t r i c t ' s  
recommendatlons in cemparison wi th  o the r  DLM D i s t r i c t s  in  
A r i zona  and southern Ca l i f o rn i a !  

DISTRICT ALL NSAS DLM PROPOSED ~ OF ALL WSA 
WILDERNESS ACRES PROPOSED 

No.  Ac res  NO. Ac res  BY DLM 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
AZ S t r i p  44 774,146 S 2&+Sl~ 3.7 
CA Desert 137 517~ ,~  45 21B99,~8 36.8 
Phoenix 3& 1,3BS,S~S I~  45S,61D 3~.5 
Saf fa rd  9 131,82S S 3~,SDl 2~,4 
Yuma 2 285 ,1~5  2 51,51~ 25 ,1  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Sourcem: Ar izona S t r i p  Wilderness Stud~ Areas Draf t  EIS (1982); 
The Ca l i f o rn i a  Dese r t  Conse rva t i on  A rea  Plan (198S); Uppe r  
Sonoran Dra f t  Wi lderne ls  EIS (1982); Phoenix D ra f t  Wilderness 
EIS (1984)l  Loner G i la  South Resource Management Plan Draf t  £1S 
(1985);  Saf ford D l s t r l c t  D ra f t  Wilderness EIS (1983); Dra f t  Yuma 
O l l t r i c t  Resou rce  Management P lan  (1965). 

Pa~e 12 

DEAD MOUNTAINS NORTH (WSA 5-1) AND DEAD MOUNTA|NS SOUTH (NSA 
5-2) 

ELM should recommend tha t  I t  the adjacent Dead Mountains WSA in 
the Ca l i f o rn i a  Desert D i s t r i c t  becomes ~ t l de rness ,  so should 
these two un i t s .  The onl~ r a t i ona le  ELM has f o r  recommending 
against  these un i t s  i s  tha t  w l thout  the adjacent CODA NSA they 
ape too smal l  t o  be outs tanding,  and tha t  the adjacent eLM WSA 
has not been recommended b~ the Ca l i f o rn i a  Desert D i s t r i c t .  

However, I t  the adjacent WSA were designated wi lderness,  there 
are no con f l l c t s  to  keep DiM from recommending these adjacent 
un i t s .  Soth un i t s  lack man-made developments, ape not grazed, 
have Iom rec rea t i ona l  use and are too f a r  from populated areas 
to  a t t r ac t  i t  in  the f u t u re ,  have low mlnera l ,  o i l  and gas, and 
geothermal po ten t i a l  and no mi~ing c la ims,  and a l l  minera l  
leases are post-FLPMA which requ i res  nonlmpal~ment o f  wi lderness 
values. Yet these areas would preserve the i n t eg r i t ~  o f  the Dead 
Mountains as a unlt~ have Desert Tor to ise as a subs ld lar~  value 
(cont rar~ to  3LM's c la im tha t  t h i s  WSA lacks speola l  f ea tu res ) l  
and are alread9 ~Ithdra~n from mining. 

ELM has a lso created a no-~In r a t i ona le  f o r  u l ]derness  bN 
c la lmin9 on one hand (as ~ i t h  t h i s  HEAl t ha t  man-made boundaries 
(such as roads and u t i l l t 9  l i nes )  de t rac t  from the so l i t ude  of  a 
wi lderness area wh i le  on the other  hand c la iming tha t  more 
na tu ra l  boundaries are hard to  I den t l f ~  {as wl th  o ther  WSASl. 

eLM a lso never s ta tes  the r a t i ona le  f o r  the A l t e rna t l ve  D 
proposal which conta ins onl9 ~S acres. What con f l i c t  t ha t  DLM 
perceives ~ould be reso lved by t h i s  a I t e rna t l ve ,  and uh~ was i t  
re jec ted? 

CHEMEHUEVI MOUNTAINS (WSA 5-3) 

~LM re j ec t s  t h i s  NSA f o r  wl lderness on the grounds tha t  i t s  
e i l de rness  values are law and the bureau o f  Reclamatlon wants i t  
f o r  a qua r t s .  

Yet, t h i s  NEA has an overwhelming number o f  cha rao te r l s t i c s  tha t  
proc la im i t  should be wi lderness.  While ~M c la ims i t  lacks 
mupp lemen ta l  f ea tu res ,  t he re  a re  B igho rn  Sheep ,  Dese r t  
To r t o i ses ,  and  a mode ra te  po ten t i a l  f op  cu l t u ra l  r esou rces ,  
While on p. 6~ o f  the EIS the adJacent Ca l i f o rn i a  Desert 
D i s t r i c t  NSA i s  misted to  be unsu i tab le ,  we discover i n  Appendix 
g t ha t  in f ac t  t h i s  WSA I s  recommended a l  l u l t ab l e  ~ 3LM in  
Rivers ide.  This, b~ ~LM's own reckoning,  i n c rea l e l  the 
~ l lderness  qua l i tB  of WSA 5-3 to  moderate, not Io~. No~here does 
ELM present a convincing case tha t  t h i l  na tura l  area t l  t he  onlN 
p lace  t he  bu reau  o f  Rec lama t i on  can use  f o r  a qua r rN .  A l ess  
na tu ra l  area would be much mope su i t ab l e  fop a Reclamation 
quart9 site. Other con f l i c t s  are nonex is tent  f o r  t h i s  WEAl there  
ape no man-made develoPments~ roads, or veh i c le  wa~s! there i s  
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no graz ing  a l l o tmen t .  Inc lud ing  t h i s  WSA in  the Chemehuevi 
Mountains Wilderness o f  the Ca l i f o rn i a  Desert O lm t r i c t  would 
sake the  boundaru more manageable (~LM hal throun out other WEAl 
because they have 'unmanageable" boundsr le l - -he re  i s  an 
eppor tun i t~  t o  con t r i bu te  to  the manageabl l l t~ o f  m wi lderness 
area, and ELM wantm to  forego i tem! there are no mining c la ims,  
no mineral  occurrences, ne mineral  po ten t i a l l  and low o l h  gas+ 
and geothermal po ten t i a l t  the o i l  and gas lea les  ape post-FLPMA! 
and the ares i s  una t t r ac t i ve  to  ORV u le rs .  This area i s  Just as 
uorth~ as k~A 5-4 and DLM should recommend i t  f o r  w l l de rnes l .  

CHEMEH~VI/NEEDLES {NSA 5-4) 

We agree w i th  ELM tha t  a l l  o f  t h i s  HSA should be deslqnated 
e l lderness .  I t  should be polnted out tha t  there i s  an e r r o r  on 
p. 66 ef the EIS uhere i t  i s  stated tha t  the adJacent Ca l i f o rn i a  
Desert D l s t r l c t  WSA uas recommended as unsu i tab le .  Our r ea l on l  
f o r  recommending t h i s  WSA fo r  wi lderness are the same as  f o r  WSA 
5-3:  the area would add to  the qua l l t ~  o f  the adjacent 
Chenehuevi Mountains WSA in  the Ca l l f o rn i a  Desert D l l t r l e t  and 
the lack of  con f l i c t s  and i t s  values ~twelgh nondel l~nat lon.  

CROSDMAN PEAK (WSA 5-7B) 

The analNsis eLM provides fo r  t h i s  area i s  cu r i ~s .  A f t e r  
s t a t i ng  why ELM fee ls  t h i s  area i s  unmanageable as wl lderness,  
the EIS then goes on to  de a verg st rong case f o r  de l i gna t lng  
t h i s  area wi lderness.  ELM's r a t i ona le  fo r  r e j ec t i ng  t h i s  area 
can in f ac t  be reversed bB looking close1~ at  the arguments 
against  des ignat ion,  and ce r t a i n l y  a large par t  o f  t h i s  W<SA 
could have been recommended f o r  wi lderness b~ eLM. 

ELM Sage tha t  there I I  high mineral  po ten t i a l  in  par t  o f  the 
area and 212 mining c la ims tha t  would make the area hard t o  
manage. However, the vast maJoritN (174) e f  theme claims are 
post-FLPKA. DiM a lso admits tha t  the areas of  mining i n t e res t  
and l im i t ed ,  and not spread over the whole L~SA. Moreover, we 
discover t ha t  most o f  the claims ape i nac t i ve .  

eLM a lso s ta tes  tha t  the area would be d l f f l ou l t  to  manage 
because o f  cherrN-stemmed roads and veh ic le  wags .  but o f  5 
roads, 2 have been onlB I r re~u la r1~  maintained, and the veh l c l e  
wads fo l l ow  washes, w l th  evidence o f  veh ic le  use unnot iceable 
except a f t e r  recent ume. This a lso  weakens bLM' I  argument t ha t  a 
veh i c le  wau and road near ly  b isec t  the WSA, s ince the " veh i c l e  
way" apparent]~ i sn ' t  t ha t  not iceab le .  

The NSA also inc ludes 3 ephemeral graz lng a11otments, but 2 o f  
these haven ' t  been used recen t l y ,  and there are no improvements 
planned f o r  the other ~razing a l l o tmen t .  Thus, ~ i l de rn l ss  
designat ion ~ould have no e f f ec t  on graz ing use. 
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~LM's description of the wilderness values of thi~ WSA an p. 197 
of  the EIS indicate that th is  is a high qual l tu WSA. The Summarg 
of Wilderness ~uall tg in no wag does Justice to the description 
of  the WSA that appears in the two paragraphs preceding i t .  The 
emphaslm in ELM's description of th is  area is that in spi te of 
mining ac t i v l t~ ,  th is WSA has tremendous wilderness qua l i t i es  
because i t s  rugged ter ra in  screens out evidences of human 
act lv l tw.  In fact ,  the screening Is so ef fec t lve  that th is  WSA 
could support "substantial numbers" of people seeking a qual i tu 
eilderness experience. ELM should look at th is  area agaln and 
recommend at l eas t  a substantlal par t  of I t  f a r  wilderness. 
Supplemental values include areas of high cul tura l  resource 
values and diverse w l l d l l f e  values including springs, r ipar ian 
vegetation, Dighorn Sheep~ and a varletu of amphibians in the 
sp r i ngs .  

WHIPPLE MOUNTAINS ADDITION (WSA 5-i~) 

The arguments for exlcudlng th is  areas from mllderness are 
Inconsistent. ELM'S rat lonaIe is bared on the clalm that ~he WSA 
has moderate eilderness values and these do nat out~elgbt the 
mineral valuel of the WSA. But t h i s  ra t lanale collapses when the 
data are examined ~ore closel~. On p. 158 of the EIS, in 
PeJectlng the area, eLM clalms that the WSA has "moderate" 
wilderness value (when considered with the adjacent Cal i fornia 
Delert D i s t r i c t  Whipple Mountains WEAl. Yet on p. 199 ~e 
discover that the area has "h i gh "  wilderness value {when 
consldered wlth the Whipple Meuntalnl WS~)f Apparentlu the 
e l l de rne l l  value of a WSA can change from one page to anothers 
dependent on whether DLH wishes to reJect i t  or not. The area 
contains onl~ 9 mining claims and is pPesentlu withdrawn for the 
Bureau of Reclamantion, Thus~ wilderness designation ~ould 
eerelu continue a mlneral wlthdrawl, not establish a new one. 
ELM could have at least recommended Al ternat ive D for  th is  WSA, 
whlch ~esolvel the mlneral con f l l c t s  seen b~ 3LM, but even i t  
was rejected. There are na other con f l i c t s  in thl~ a rea- - i t  is 
not used bu ORVs. Is  not part of a erazlng al lotmentl and 
man-made features are not noticeable. Yet I t  does provide rugged 
habitat and supplemental values such as w i l d l l f e  and moderate 
potent ial  for ¢dl tural  resources and high cul tura l  signif icance 
to American Indians. Added to th is  I s  the Cal i fornia Desert 
D i s t r i c t  reco~endation of the WhlppIe  Mountalns WSA (#312) and 
i t s  h igh  ranking a~ng WSAs by the Cal l forn la Desert D i s t r i c t  
<Bth out of 137 SEAm). 

GIBRALTAR MOUNTAIN (WSA 5-12) 

This is a hlgh qual l tu  area a l  i t  now stands and would be of 
even higher qual l ty  I f  DLM acquired the lands mentloned in 
Al ternat ive E. Again, i t  appears that DLM has taken the eal~ ~au 
out rather than attempt to come up with a proposal for 
designating at l ea l t  pa~t o f  th is  WSA as ul ldernels.  
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In the  197Ss. 

As f~r the Cactus Plain WSA+ a l l  of i t  should be designated. We 
have no objections to Parker seeking a ne~ town,l ie, but we 
don't think i t  should be located in a Wilderness Studu Area 
which ~hould be desl~nated wilderness, DLM also states that 
mineral values are low in the Cactus Plaln WSA. At the least+ 
ELM could have recommended wilderness for the East Cactus Plaln 
to make up for the area ch~pped o f f  the Cactus Plain HSA 
recommendation, 

SWANSEA iSSA 5 - ISA )  

With i t s  r ipar ian area, th is  WSA Is  a Jewel among WSAS and 
should be recommended for ~i]derness h~ DLM. eLM'S rat ionale for 
excluding the area is hlgh mineral values in part (but not a l l )  
of the WSA and mlnlng claims. Subsidlarg problems are also 
ci ted, luch ms vehlcle access end boundar~ de f in i t ion ,  ~hlch are 
s im i l a r  to othe~ WSA~ and ~hich we address under other WSAs. 
This area Is  capable of provldlng great sol i tude and p r im i t i ve  
recreational opportunit ies with I t s  rug¢ed topographu and deep 
dralnages. I t  has hlgh subsldlarg values~ SUCh as w l l d ] I f e  
( including the r ipar ian species Be l l ' s  Vireo and Yel lo~-bl ] led 
Cuckoo) and part has been recommended as a National Natural 
Landmark. What other w i l d l i f e  mau be In the area is  unkno~nl 
because ~hl le ELM ha~ looked veru ca?efuliu into the mlneral 
values of th is  WEAl no w i l d l i f e  inventor~ has been carr ied out 
In an area of hlgh value. 

We suggest that ELM look again at th is  area and recommend I t  for  
wllderness. Even i f  the mineral values prove to be hlgh, ~LM 
could decide that wilderness values outuelgh the mlneral values. 
Val id e~lstlng mlneral r igh ts  are protected under wilderness 
designation. The value of th is  NSA I I  mo~e than moderate, Jf 
onlu because i t  includes some rare r ipar ian habi tat .  This uas 
not even taken into consideration in evaluahlng uhether th ls WSA 
~ould contribute to natural d~versltu of ecot~pes in the 
Natlonal Wilderness Preservation S~stem~ and i t  should be. 

KOFA UNIT 3 SOUTHERN ADDITION (SEA 5-31) 

eLM rejects th ls  WSA for ~ildePnesm because of I t s  sl~e and 
proJected vehicle incursion. However, p. 16S of the EIS states 
that th is  unl t  is manageable as wllderness. The vehicle wa~s d~ 
not a f fect  the naturalness of the area. and one Is  Pevegetatlng. 
The area has no mineral potent lal  nor are there en~ minlng 
c]aim~ nor gas and e l l  leases. ELM should t reat  th is  area 
s lml la r l~  to Mofa Unit 4 No~thern addlt lo,~ and transfer contol 
of i t  ta the Kofa National W l ld l l f e  Refuge i f  the adjacent 
refuge area becomem ~ilderness. This area forms a natural un i t  
e l th  the proposed refuge wllderness. 
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ELM's main obJections to  wilderness for  th is  apes are ORV use 
and mlneral potent ia l .  Except for  the Pa~ker 4SS, eLM never 
clear lu expleln$ the Impact~ of ORVs on th is  area. I t  i l  SLM'I 
Peponslbi l l t~ to protect WEAl from Impairment b~ ORV|. Hal 
straulng from the Plrke~ 4~  impaired the wildernesl values of 
th is  k~3~? Is  that ~hu DLM Is recommending against elldepnems 
designation? Whu does DLM allow an ORV race to border WSAs? This 
is l l ke  putt ing a cat next to a canary in a cage ~Ith the door 
open. 

Yet, ~LM ' I  Judgment I s  that th is  a rea ' l  wilderness value is  
moderate. The hlgh value cope of th is  SEA should be cemblned 
wlth other areas to make a un i t  of over 5~S¢ acres, 

Values ere qui te varied in th ls  WSA. The ruggedness and deep 
eater courses provide sol I tudel  besides hiklng and horseback 
~Iding there is also rock cllmbing for pr lml t ive  Pecreatlon. 
Supplemental values a~e abundant. Cultural resource values ape 
hlgh, e l th  a ~hole archaeo]oglcal d i s t r i c t  e l i g l b ]e  for  
inclusion in the Natlonal Reglster. Unusual plants Include 
Barrel Cactus and unusual anlmals include Desert Bighorn, Desert 
Tortoise, and the Federallu endangered Dald Eagle and Peregrlne 
Falcon. 

This 11 obvlous1~ a high value area and DLM should attempt to  
reso l ve  the con f l l c t s  perceived in designating th is  area 
el lderneel.  

CACTUS PLAIN ~WSA 5-14A/DI AND EAST CACTUS PLAIN (WSA 5-17) 

Thele t~o WSAS are an Integral un l t  and should both be 
deslgnated wilderness in the i r  ent l re tu .  DLM's ~ationale for 
reject ing the East Cactus Plaln Just doesn't wash. The clalm is  
that for some unstated reason management would be so d l f f l cu l t  
that even pul l ing back the boundaries of the wilderness could 
not overcome these management d i f f i cu l t i e s .  Surelu the 
management d l f f i cu l t g  cannot be mining--there ape onl~ 6 mlning 
claims in the WSA, and a l l  are post-FLPMA. Moreover, mineral 
potentlal Is  low and DLM mtates mineral development is  unI lkel~.  
The management problem Is not grazing--the allotment for the 
East Cactus Plain hasn't been used in a number of ~ears and no 
improvements are planned. What then Is  the management p~oblem? 
ORVs? ~ut eLM states that th is  ~ould be a problem onlg at a fe~ 
acoesl points. Horeoverl Just because people might drlve into a 
wllderness area is  no reason to re ject  ones especlallu ~i th such 
high values. Wh~ is ELM pul l ing back he less obvlous boundaries 
for the Cactus P1aln WSAS when unclear boundaries are given as a 
reason for re ject ing other WSAS for  ~ildsrness? 

The East Cactus Plaln ha~ vlrtua11~ the same milderness and 
supplemental values as the Cactus Plain WSA ¢5-14A/~l. And I t  
includes most the the ~ouse Sand Sunes~ whlch were recommended 
as a Sc ien t i f i c  Natural Area b~ the Ari~ena Academ~ of Science 
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Ses ldes  con ta i n i ng  pa r t  o f  t he  Camt le  Dome  Noun ta i n l ,  
supp lemen ta l  valuem on t h i s  WEA tno l ude  sens i t i ve  spec i es  o f  
cac tus  and pDSILblw Dese r t  To r t o i se .  WE f i nd  no r ea l  reason not  
to  recommend t h t l  WSA fo r  w i l de rness  and a re  su rp r i sed  t ha t  ELM 
d i d  no t  a t  l eas t  recommend the same d i spos i t i on  f o r  i t  am f o r  
Sofa 4 No r th .  He a l~o  f ee l  t ha t  a l i  o f  Hofa 4 No r t h  shOUld be 
tPannfer~ed to  the Kofa Natlonal W i l d l l f e  Refuge because i t  Im 
an integral  part of the larger refuge wilderneH proposal. 

LITTLE PISACHO PEAK SOUTH (WgA 5-35) 

~LM's obJection to recommending th is  area appears to be that I t  
is adjacent to a non-recommended WSA in the Cal l forn la Desert 
D l s t r l c t  and that I t  Is  tad small to be designated wildernees on 
i t s  own. 

Since the boundary between the Yuma and Cal i fornia Desert 
D l s t r l c t s  Is  an a r t i f l c l a l  l ine blsectlng a contiguous natural 
area ¢onsimtine of the two WEAm, sharing drainages, fo~ examplel 
we feel eLM should recommend that the L i t t l e  Picacho Addition 

~ A be designated wllderness i f  the adJacent L i t t l e  Picacho WDA 
designated wilderness bB Congresss whether the Cal l fornla 

Desert D i s t r i c t  recommends the L i t t l e  Picacho Mountains WSA or 
not, 

ELM meems to entertaln the poss lb l l l t u  that the L i t t l e  Plchacho 
WSA could become wllderness bu coming for th with further 
obJections to wilderness designation for  the L i t t l e  Plcacho Peak 
Addition NSA. Yet a l l  of these claimed management d i f f l cu l t l e s  
could be resolved and the WSA recommended for wilderness bu DLM, 

One of DLM's obJections to recommending th is  WSA is that 
"Intensive recreational use prevai ls In the v i c i n i t y  of th is  
WSA. Management of the area would the?afore require frequent 
survei l lance for  non-c0mpatlble recreatlonal uses . . . .  • (EIS, 
p. 212). Yet in the same paragraph we f ind  that " . . .  the 
rugged topography  uou ld  i nh i b i t  veh i cu l a r  t r ave l  th rough  most o f  
the area." I sn ' t  DLM ne~ required to protect the wilderness 
values of t h i s  area? How ~ould ~llderness deslgnation Increase 
the frequencg of Survel]lance required over what is now 
occurring? Is  DLM monitoring t h i s  WSA for ac t i v i t i e s  caulln9 
impairment? And since ELM proposes to l im i t  vehlcles to exlst lng 
roads and t~a l l s  in th is  part of the D l s t r l c t ,  why would 
vehicles be in a Poodles, a~ea mbich presumably h~s no exist ing 
roads and t r a i l s  ¢"The WSA is en t i re l y  natural cendltlon with no 
notlceable human imprlnts present in the area+l EISI p. 212). 
Even i f  the  WSA ~ere not  des tgaa ted  w i l de rness l  DLM's veh i cu l a r  
travel pollcu ~ould re~ulre vehicle5 to be kept from entering 
th is  area. Thus there ~ould be n~ management problem because of  
wiZderness deslgnatlon. 

DLH also reJects ~llderness for  th is  area because of claimed 
mineral con f l i c t s .  There are mlneral deposlts wi th ln several 
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miles o f  the NSA and the area i s  Judged to  have a "moderate" 
po ten t i a l  fo r  minera ls  but ]o~ p~ ten t la ]  fop o i l ,  gas* and 
geothermal energ~ sources. Yet most of the WSA is under mineral 
withdPawl b~ the Bureau of Reclamation, the mineral po ten t i a l  i s  
not high, and there are only four  m i n i n g  claims. The gas lease 
on the WSA i s  post-FLPHA and must thus be admlnlstered se as not 
to i~pa i r  ~ i ]derness values. 

This WSA has high wi lderness value w i th  i t s  neighboring area in  
the Ca l l f o rn l a  Desert D i s t r i c t .  I t  is  rugged and u o u l d  provide 
outstanding so l i t ude  and p~ im i t l ve  rec rea t ion .  I t  a lso has 
supplemental values such as a ra re  cactus, Slghern Sheep 
hab i t a t ,  and considerable cu l t u ra l  resource pe ten t l a l .  

The EI5 never exp la ins  wh~ A l t e rna t i ve  D fop t h i s  area was 
re jec ted  b~ SLM. Nas D an attempt to  reso lve ~hat SLM sees as 
the management problems o f  t h i s  area, such as b~ exc lud ing the 
f l a t t e r  areas access ib le  to  OR?s? At the leas t ,  ~LM could have 
recommended A l t e rna t i ve  D i f  t h i s  was the case, but instead the 
whole area was thrown out .  This USA should be recommended f o r  
= I l  derness i f  the adJacent CSCA WSA becomes wi lderness.  

HUGSINS MOUNTAINS (WSA 5-53A} 

Thls is  another area in which DLM's clalmed management problems 
sppea~ to  be reso lvab le .  The SIS s ta tes  (p. 159], "While 
wi lderness values are high in  the un i t ' s  core, the~ are not 
su f f i c i en t  t o  outweigh mineral  po ten t i a l  or management problems 
associated wi th  the large number (2B3 as o f  November 1982) of 
mining c la ims.  I t  would also be d i f f i cu l t  to  close several 
veh i c le  ways to  ORV t r a f f i c . "  Yet the U.S. Geological Surve~ has 
determined tha t  mineral  po ten t i a l  o f  t h i s  area i s  ]owl wi th  the 
except ion of  moderate u ran i~  and thor ium po ten t i a l  in a very 
small part  of the USA. How can low mineral  po ten t i a l  outweigh 
h i g h  ~l lderness  values? 

A l l  o f  the mining c la ims in  the NSA are poIt-FLPMA. A l l  these 
claims~ i f  developed {and the mineral  po ten t i a l  i s  leo} must not 
impair  wi lderness values becuase the~ are post-FLPMA. This g ives 
eLM the manasement teo l  necessar~ to  prevent adverse impacts to  
wi lderness values in t h i s  area. 

~s f o r  veh ic le  incursion~ i f  necessarw, eLM could have 
recommended cherr~stemmlng the veh ic le  wa~$. However, these are 
veh i c l e  wa~s, not roads. APe they "es tab l ished"  roads or t r a i l s  
under 3LM's c r i t e r i a  f o r  veh i c le  t r ave l  in  t h i s  area? Since SLM 
propeses to  r es t r i c t  veh ic les  to  ex i s t i ng  roads and t r a i l s  i n  
t h i s  area, we suspect tha t  these veh i c le  warm would not qua l i f ~  
as " ex i s t i ng "  and eLM would have to  keep veh ic les  out o f  thlm 
NSA even i f  i t  were not recommended f o r  wi lderness in  order to  
e n f o r c e  t h e  v e h i c u l a r  t r a v e l  p a r t  o f  t h e  RMP. 

P a g e  19 

T h u s s  ~e  f ee l  t h i s  WSA should be recommended f o r  wi lderness,  i t  
high wl lderness values are ampl~ documented in eLM's own EIS, 
inc lud ing  outstanding so l i t ude  and p r i m i t i v e  rec rea t ion ,  
inc lud ing  rock c l imb ing ,  and supplemental values, such as a 
species o f  cactus (the Wiggins Chol la) w h i c h  wasn' t  even known 
to e~ Is t  un t i l  1~5  and an area of  high conce~ntrat ion of  
archmeological s i t es .  

Su rp r i s i ng l~ ,  3LM appears to  have attempted to  reso lve the 
claimed management con f l i c t s  through A l t e rna t i ves  C and D, ~et 
then re jec ted  both o f  these a l t e rna t i ves  fo r  t h i s  WSA. Why? 

Time prevents us from eva luat ing SLM's r a t i ona le  f o r  the 
remaining WSA=. Seth Tr igo WSAs would ce r t a i n l y  be high on our 
l i s t  o f  areas tha t  should be designated wi lderness.  However, we 
would be harps to  s i t  down ~ i t h  SLM and other  i n t e res t s  and 
exp la in  uhs ~e f ee l  these WSAS should be designated wi lderness.  
Ne fee l  eLM should throw out t he i r  recommendations i n  t h i s  plan 
and get the a f fec ted  i n t e res t s  tosether  to  t a l k  se r ious ly  about 
where the rea l  con f l i c t s  are. This approach was used concernin~ 
the Ar izona S t r i p  wi lderness proposal and much more wi lderness 
w a s  even tua l l y  designated by Congress than SLM rec~mended. 

RIGHTS OF WAY FOR UTILITY CORRIDORS AND COMMU~ICAION SITES 

We i r e  opposed to  use of  co r r i do r s  in  proposed Special 
M~nagement Areas or Wilderness Stud~ Areas. Co~rldor UC-23 
through the C~ossman Peak area and UC-Ss which t raverses the 
Cactus Plaln~ should not be author ized.  

Yuma Audubon i s  s t rong l~  opposed to  the p ro l i f e ra t i on  of  
t ransmls~ien l i nes  and p i pe l i nes  through the Sofa Nat ional  
W i l d l i f e  Refuge. ~e be l ieve  co r r i de r  UC-7 alon~ I - I ~  should be 
the p re fe r red  rou te  through t h i s  area. The Pale Verde-DrYers 
route (UC-S) ser ious l~  d i s rup ts  the i n t eg r l t ~  of the refuge~ 
which i s  a lso an agency-endorsed wi lderness area. T o  avoid 
impacts to  t h i s  sens i t i ve  area, the recen t l y  proposed ~ l I  
Amerlcan/Celeron p i p e l i n e  wi l t  be routed along I - IS ,  even though 
the eonetar~ costs would be lower i f  the~ took the route through 
the refuge.  We recommend tha t  no f u r t he r  f ac i l i t i e s  be 
c o n s t r u c t e d  i n  c o r r i d o r  U C - 8 .  

I The sec t ion  on p. 18 does not sa~ which co r r i do rs  a~e ex i s t i ng  
~ and which are proposed. Ne need t h i s  in format ion to  properlB 

assess environmental impacts. In  addit lon~ what is  the expected 
demand f o r  u t i l i t y  and communication s i t es  in  the near fu ture? 

6eneraI ]~ ,  ~e are in  favor  o f  Smearing u t i l i t ~  co r r i do rs  along 
highwaus~ canals,  or through urban and ag r i cu l t u ra l  areas as 
opposed to  desert  areas. 

Ne ob jec t  to  the concept o f  loca t ing  u t i l i tB  and communication 
f ac i l i t i e s  anywhere i t  i s  convenient {see p. 27, Issue 5 l .  Even 
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i n  a produc t ton-er ien ted  a l t e rna t i ve  i t  makes sense to  
concentrate t h i s  use i n t o  co r r i do r s  so t ha t  o ther  lands can be 
u t i l i zed  fo r  othe~ purposes. 

The Marine Cerps A i r  S ta t ion  i s  censider lng expansion of  a i r  
space through ~hich the~ f l y  low- leve l  maneuvers. We be l leve 
t h i s  expansion should not occur on SLM lands. Low-level  f l i gh t s  
d i s t u rb  w i l d l i f e  and de t rac t  from rec rea t lon l  wi lderness,  and 
aes the t i c  values. 

RECREATION 

6 e n e r a l  O b J e c t i v e s  

T h e  Prefer red A l t e rna t i ve  has a dangerous loophole, "p rov ide  
add i t i ona l  lands fo r  rec rea t i on  where warranted by increased 
demands." With increased w in te r  v i s i t o r  numbers and the Colorado 
River as an a t t r ac t i on ,  one could p ro jec t  an  i n f i n i t e  demand f o r  
more and more Federal rec rea t i on  s i t es .  The demand i s  encouraged 
by prov id inq f ree  or cheap long- term use which makes pub l i c  
lands more des i rab le  than the abundant p r i va te l y  owned s i t es  
which charge more. With such lack o f  r ea l i s t i c  l im i t s  en how 
much rec rea t i on  the Yuma D i s t r i c t  can support ,  ~he so le  func t i on  
of  SLM could become recrea t ion  and a l l  personnel ueuld be used 
to  moni ter  and mainta in r sc rea t i ena l  s i t es .  Some l im i t s  needs to  
be es tab l ished,  as ue suggest below. 

A l t e rna t l ve  A seems mope des i rab le  as i t  would accomodate 
" ex i s t i ng  use but not encourage add i t i ona l  use.* However, th lm 
wording i s  unc lear .  A be t t e r  verb would be "au thor i ze"  ra the r  
than "enc~rage"  as A l t e rna t i ve  A leads one to  be l ieve t ha t  
add i t i ona l  s i t es  would be author ized i f  *need* ar ises  al though 
SLM would not ac t i ve IB  encourage f u r t he r  development. 
A l t e rna t l ve  D i s  more p rac t i ca l  b~ adding the fea tu re  of  usin~ 
e x i s t i n g  s i t e s  w h e r e  n o  s e v e r e  r e s o u r c e  d e g r a d a t i o n  o c c u r s .  NO 
e x p a n s i o n  w o u l d  be  a u t h o r i z e d .  ~LM w o u l d  b e  f r e e  t o  m a i n t a i n  a n d  
moni tor  ex i s t i ng  s i t es .  

Long-term V i s i t o r  Use 

The Prefer red A l t e rna t i ve  s ta tes  t ha t  LTVAI w i l l  cont inue and 
v i s i t o r s  w i l l  be d i rec ted  to  those areas. B~ not spec i f l ca l l y  
s ta t i n~  t h a t  t h e r e  wi l l  be n o  e x p a n s i o n  o r  add i t i ons  t o  t h e s e  
areas, r o~  ma~ be l e f t  in the P~eferred A l t e rna t i ve  f o r  more 
such areas. 

One9 A l t e rna t i ves  C, D, and E s t a t e  t ha t  no more LTVAs w i l l  be 
es tab l ished.  E s ta tes  there w i l l  be no expansion o f  ex i s t i n~  
areas. I t  i s  d i f f i cu l t  t o  see ho~ an~ add i t i ona l  r ec rea t i ona l  
development can be anBthing but a " s i ~n l f i can t  impact to  na tu ra l  
values" (p. 2S). I t  i s  s ta ted t ha t  i f  t h i s  happens, development 
o i l ]  not be a l lo~ed.  So i t  seems tha t  development o f  more s i t es  
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would be ru led  out u n d e r  a l l  a l t e rna t i ves .  

I t  i s  important  tha t  no f u tu re  development or expansion o f  LTVAs 
occur. I t  i s  not cons is tent  w i th  SLM's func t ion  to  compete w i th  
p r i va te  businesses by p rov id ing  f ree  or low cost f ac i l i t i e s  f o r  
winter  v i s i t o r s .  Expansion of  p r i va te l y - r un  w in te r  v i s i t o r  
f ac i l i t i e s  in  the Yuma and Quar t zs i t e  areas would i nd i ca te  there 
are p len ty  o f  areas f o r  v i s i t o r s .  Pub l ic  lands should b l  kept 
f o r  l im i t ed  occupancy (such as camping)w not near-permanent 
reeidence. 

Closing 7% o f  the area to  wood co l l e c t i on  is also not enough. As 
desert  environment does not produce much wood and some areas are 
a l readu denuded, and other  areas w l l l  then be moved I n t o l  we 
support  no co l l e c t i ng  of  wood f o r  any purpose. 

ORV Use 61 He applaud ELM's proposal t o  l im i t  the number o f  open areas and 
requ i re  d r i v i ng  on ex i s t i ng  routes throughout most o f  the 
D i s t r i c t .  But s ince ~LM nowhere def ines "ex i s t i nq1 "  we recommend 
tha t  eLM designate which routes are open f o r  veh ic le  use and 
t ha t  veh ic les  be p roh ib i t ed  from going o f f  these routes,  $o a l  
to  p ro tec t  the f r ag i l e  desert  environment. The open areas 
recommended by eLM in the Prefer red A l t e rna t i ve  are mope than 
enough to sac r i f i ce .  

We suggest t ha t  the term ORV be e l im ina ted  and a l l  veh ic les  on 
Federal land be dr iven on designated routes~ except in  emergency 
s i t ua t i ons .  

We a lso suggest d i s t i n c t  markings of  the open areas so there i s  
iess poss i b i l l t ~  o f  veh ic les  s t r ay i ng  i n t o  non-open areas. 

Flood Pla in  Management 

7 i The mu l t i p l e  use concept presents con f l i c t s  espec la l l~  when ELM 
i s  d i rec ted  under ]LM F loodp la in  Manual 7221 obJect ives as 
described on p. 2A i :  "Restore, mainta ln  and reserve the natura l  
and bene f i c i a l  f unc t ions  of  the f l oodp la i n . "  The concept o f  
ma in ta in ing  w i l d l i f e  hab i ta t  wi th  the p r i nc i pa l  ob jec t  o f  pub l i c  
rec rea t i on  seems d i f f i cu l t  to  r ea l i ze .  How can * r es to re l  
mainta in and reserve" be cons is tent  w i th  pub l i c  reqrea t ion  in  
t h e  f l oodp la in?  

A l t e rna t i ve  B (p. 243) s ta tes  'R ipa r ian  areas and w i l d l i f e  
hab i t a t  are not p r i o r i t i e s .  . . f l oodp la i n  values would not 
bene f i t  . . . .  " This goes against  SLM Floodpla in  Manual 7221 
which requ i res  SLM to  restore~ mainta in and reserve natura l  and 
bene f i c i a l  f unc t ions  of  the f l oodp la i n  (p. 2~ i ) .  

Management o f  Concessions and Leases 
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6 - PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

We feel that recreational leases and concessions ape appropriate 
on public lands onl~ where private or Indian lands are not 
available for these purposes. S~ no means shou]d eLM be in 
competition u l th  the private sector for obtalnlng ]eases and 
concessions. Fees should be as much as or more than those 
charged on non-Federal lands. 

On p. x l i ,  Table S-I, fo r  the Preferred Alternative ue suggest 
t h a t  the f ina l  ~entence of the management polic~ for  concessions 
and leases be amended to read "Additional federal . . . 
f e a s l b i l l t ~  and ic~ level of conf l ict  ~i th o the r  resource 
values," 

I The RMP needs to be more spectf]c about where new concessions 
and leases ~ould be a l l o~d  and which concessiens are expected 
to expand iBIS. p. 2~). We recommend designating areas fop th is  

8 size of which should be directlu related to purpose, the 
projected demand for these f ac i l i t i e s .  Without this information 
i t  is not posslb]e to evaluate the impacts which could result 
from recreation concessl=ns and ]eases. 

As regards leases, we feel that leasing land e~pressly for the 
purpose of agriculture is inconsistent with multiple use 
objectives. As a resul t ,  depending on the natural potential of 
the land, we ~ecommend that these lands Ue exchanged (but not 
•old) or the leases terminated. 

Recreation Resources, Colorado ~iver Recreation Opportunities 

l 
~e agree that a careful analysis need~ to be made before 
developlne new or expanding ewistlng recreation sites (p. 19). 

9 Rut ~hat are the c r i t e r i a  for demonstrating feaslbl l i tu? In 
other words, how w i l l  eLM use the benefit-cost user Profi le, 
preference,  and o t h e r  information to determine feaslbi l i tg? 

I l l  there a delineated floodp]ain (p. 19)? I f  so, where are i t s  
0 boundaries? We that where levees ex]st~ the floodplain suggest 

be considered anNthin9 w i t h i n  tho~e ]eveee, He als~ suggest t h a t  
on lu  those f a c i l i t i e s  that can be qulck]u moved out of the 
floodplain be allo~ed on public ]~nds, P]cnlc tables~ trash 
cartel g r i l l ~ l  outdoor ~howers, etc.~ which are 'floodproofed" 
maw well survive a flood, but are often buried under tons of 
s l l t .  eud~ and debris. The cost of di9ging them out u=ualIs far 
exceedl the cost of moving them temporartls to higher ground, 

Other 

Recreation impacts from Special Management Areas tp. BS)--we 
feel that designation of Special Management Areas would maintain 
OR ENHANCE primit ive and semi-prlmltive non-motorized 
recreation. 
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I Recreation impacts from r i g h t s  of  was (p, 93)--wh~ would 1 iocatin~ power] tees or pipellnes through the La Pose LTVA 
displace users of th ls  area? Would theu be prohibited from 
parking beneath transm]ssion lines? 

3 2 |  I The value of any 31.M land management plan is  directlu related to 
the enforceabl]ity of that plan. Implementation of  off-road 
vehicle regular]one, c~mp]ng and wood cutting restrictions~ 
collsctlon of LTVA fee~ etc.~ w i l l  re~uire law enforcenmnt 
capabillt~. This issue ~hou]d be dealt with In the plan. We 
favor  the hiring of eLM RangeP~ to  en force  the p lan l  however~ a 
coopera t i ve  agreement w i t h  Zeta] po l i ce  and s h e r i f f s  could 
ach ieve the  same r e s u l t s .  
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LAND OWNERSHIP ADJUSTMENTS 

We recommend that eLM exchange rather than sell land, and that 
the amount disposed of not exceed the amount acquired, I f  elm 
prefers exchange to sale, whu is  there a net los~ of land i n  the 
Pre fer red  Alternative? 

I t  is encouraging to see that the Preferred Alternative shows no 
new acquisitions fop grazing. But the Preferred Alternative 
shows a low amount of land acquisition for wilderness( 9% is a 
small a~ount. 

1 Alternative D~ which Is called the "balanced protection" 
alte~natlve is real ly not balanced. On]~ 25% of the acquired 
]and~ w i l l  be for wilderness, while 19Z w i l l  be for grazing. In 

¢$ fac% in the Cactus P l a i n ,  672S acres uou id  be fo r  g raz ing  and 
l only 2720 for wilderness. 

The larger part of the land to be disposed of is in the Yuma 
area, The closest acquisition to Yuma would be A-88 which is 
north of the Imperial National Wi ld l i fe  Refuge. 

3 ~  | ~LM should retain maoy of the areas proposed for disposal 

I 
because of  high natural values. I t  appears that areas D-t and 
O-2 contain land in the Gila .R iver  floodplaln. To di¢poee of 
such land would be inconsistent with the recent proposed land 
exchange between the Bureau of Reclamation, We]lion-Mohawk 
I r r igat ion 81~trJct, and private land owners in this area, 
Gpecifical]y~ the followlng Federal lands appear to be in the 
Gila River bottom: T. 8 S.~ R. 16 W,, Sacs. 17 and 26l T. 8 S,, 
R. 17 W.I Sac. 2G (not r iver  bottom~ but has Antelope Hil l~ 
which mould be Petalned)! T. 8 S.~ R. ]S W., Sacs. 27 and 3~; T. 
S S.~ n. 19 W., Sec. 35~ T. 9 S,, S. 19 W.~ Sacs. 3 and AS T. 7 
S., R. ]6 W., Sac. 25; T. B G., R. 16 W., Sees, 4 and 5. 

Area S-3 contains Owl Wash, a high value wi ld]re area, and 
should be retained. 

Area D-A ma~ con ta in  r i v e r  bottom or  r i p a r i a n  lands which should 
be retalned~ ~pecificatl~ T. 8 E.I R. 22 W.! Sac. 3S (Gila River 
bot tom),  T .  8 S . ,  S. SA W., S . . . .  28, 32. 33 ( r i p a r i a n ? )  and T, 
9 S., R, 2A W., 5ecs. ~1 7, 8, IS, 19. 

The cul tura l  ~esouroe areas in 8-5 should be retained in Faders] 
ownership. 

S-6 should be added to the adjacent Lake Mead Natlona] 
RecPeatlon Area i f  eLM doesn't want i t .  I t  has some signi f icant 
washes with presumah1~ high u i l d ] I f e  value. 

D-7 has cul tura l  resources and thesm should be retained ]n 

Pagm 25 

Federal  ownership,  

I 
) - 9  has Castaneda Hasht a l a rge  wash In T. 11 N. I  R. 16 N. .  
Sees, 9 and 16. There i s  a l s o  a l a rge  wash in  Sec, 17. The 

5 h a b i t a t  va lues  of  these ]ands should be descr ibed.  ~s eLM 
p lann ing  to exchange these lands ~ ] t h  the Stahev which owns the 
ad jacen t  s i c t ] o n s ?  

I f  D-8 is disposed ofl i t  should be for exchange on]y. Would I t  
go for parcels to the south? 

Alternatlve E Is the leaet obJectionable land ownership 
adJustment al ternat ive as i t  has no net acreage loss and no 
acquisitions fop graz]ng~ but i t  has a dlsappoJntingI8 low 
percentage of land acquisition for wllderness. 

ECONOMICS 

The relatlonsh]p between Table 2-4 and the ?i parcels in Map ? 
is not shown and is not clear. We recommend a tabular 
relationship be added to connect Map items ] to 91 with 2a to 2q 
in Table 2-4 for c ]e r l t y .  

J 
l t  is not understood how "lands current]~ open to mineral entrw 
and leasin9 would be exchanged for lands closed to these 

6 ac t i v i t i es "  (p B2) relates to Table 4-3, Acquired Lands Open to 
Mineral Entry under . . . Law of 1872. APe these concepts in 
agreement? What is the effect of the text l  P. 821 on the status 
of 3?,348 acres and 5S~120 acres in Table 4-3? Open or closed? 

I 
On p. 91, Is "expioratlon impeded" but other develop~nt not 

8 =impacted" correct? I f  SOl i t  seems active claims could be 
WOrked during periods of closure of the Bighorn Sheep lambing 
grounds, 

ENVIROMgENTAL CONGESUENCES 

Impacts f r o m  miners] and energ~ development could be 
3 ~ s u b s t a n t i a l ,  ~et were not discussed in this section. Please 

|expand th is  sectlon to include consideration of these impacts. 

/Idrlk|Ne would also l lke to see an expanded discussion of impacts 
result ing from the Parker 4~ ORV race. 

UNMITIGATED IMPACTS 

If eLM implements the Preferred Alternative, there will be a 
conslderable number of unmitigated signif icant impacts. These 
should either be mitigated or not allowed to occur. 

There would be ~o mihIRation for adverse impacts to natural 
areas and features from cat t le  grazlne on the Cactue Plain IF. 

Page 26 

-188. 



LETTERS 

94) .  

Vegetation would also face unmitigated adverse impacts form 
9razln9 (p. 74), meaning that  the Muse al lotment (which includes 
part of the Cactus Pla in)  vegetation trend u ~ i d  continue and 
the La Pose Plain s tab i l i zed  sand dunes would be negativelu 
impacted. 

From LTVAs+ there would bB adverse impacts on 4 special s tatus 
speciel ( a l l  are c a c t i l ,  and no mi t iga t ion  i s  proposed for  the 
negative impacts to vegetation f r o m  the Parker 4g0 to Osborne 
Wash, a large wash d iv id ing several WSAS. 

Wi ld l i f e  would suf fer  unmitigated impacts from grazing on the 1 Nine-Mile al lotment i f  improvement were put  in .  Competition wi th 
u l l d l l f e  would occur (p. 9g), 

Land ounershlp adjustments would al~o cause unmitigated adverse 
impacts under the Preferred A l te rna t ive .  Disposal of areas D-3 
and D-? would resu l t  in  unmit igated negative w i l d l i f e  impacts 
(p. 78l. Since eLM doesn't know who would get the land or what 
they would do wi th  i t ,  a worst case scenario i s  appropriate. 

Rights of was ~ould negat ively impact w i l d l i f e  from the 
Parker-Bla lsdel i  U t i l l t u  Corrtdary which would cut of f  a Bighorn 
Sheep and deer migration route. This is  unmitigated. 

F i n a l l y ,  8LM proposes no mi t iga t ion  for  the mi te-specl f ic  
tmpactm of the Parker 40~ on u i l d l l f e  (p. 98l. 

MONITORING THE PLAN 

F. 79, item 4 mentions a monitoring plan. This needs to he 
discussed In de ta i l  and made a part  of the RMP. 

A plan Im of l i t t l e  value i t  i t  claims i t  w i l l  ~roteot resources 
but no or i~adeguate monitoring occurs. The monitoring part of 
the plan mhould be evaluated a t  the same time as the rest  of the 
} ion .  The Forest  Serv ice a l read~ does t h i s  in  t h e i r  p lann ing  
~roces5 and eLM would do w e l l  t o  adopt the same procedure. 

2 3uch a monitoring element of the plan should establ ish 
thre lhho ld  value$ at which appropriate act ion would be taken, 
luch am clomure of accesm to protect resources tha t  are being 
de~raded, ar reduction of c a t t l e  numbers i f  degradation 
continues or improvement does not acct. 

No.ever+ we question the value of ind icator  or ke~ ~pectes in 
monltoring the status of a l l  w i l d l i f e  species. 

I t  i s  much bet ter  to present the monitoring plan in the Draft 
Plan and EIS than come out w i th  i t  late~ when a protest o r  
appeal would be nece~saru tu  attempt to change i t ,  rather  than 
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the comment process a t  which t h i s  l e t t e r  i s  par t .  

S i n c e r e l u ,  

Caru W. Meis t l r  
Prel ident  
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A p r i l  18, 1985 

Mr. J .  Darwin S n e l l .  D i s t r i c t  Manager 
U n i t e d  S t a t e s  Bureau o f  Land Management 
P. o. Box 5680 
Y ~ ,  A r i z o n a  85364-0697 

Re: D r a f t  Yuma D i s t r i c t  Resource Marmge~nt P l a n  
and E n v i r o n m e n t a l  Impact S t a t e m e n t  

Dea r  ~ .  S n e l l  : 

We have  r ev i ewed  the  D r a f t  Yu~a D i s t r i c t  Resource Management P l a n  and 
o f f e r  the  f o l l o w i n g  ecmmenta f o r  you r  c o n s i d e r a t i o n :  

L ike  t he  CSEL~, on t h e  C o l o r a d o  R i v e r ,  t h i s  D i s t r i c t  and Yuma 
County have t he  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  f l o o d  c o n t r o l  a l o n g  t he  
Lower G i l a  R i v e r .  The one main  i n g r e d i e n t  common t o  a l l  f t o o d  
e o n t r o l  i s  q u a r r y  rock  neceasar3 ,  t o  m a i n t a i n  banks  and  l e v e e s .  
We a l s o  have a need  to  l o c a t e  and p r e s e r v e  a d e q u a t e  permanent  
mater ia l  s i tes .  We hope that  th i s  can be accomplished under 
the preferred a l t e rna t i ve  should i t  be implemented. 

~Fne r i p a r i a n  a r e a s  i d e n t i f i e d  under the p r e f e r r e d  a l t e r n a t i v e ,  
t o  be  managed as  p r i o r i t y  w i l d l i f e  a r e a s ,  i n c l u d e  1,500 a c r e s  
a l o n g  t h e  G i l a  R i v e r .  While they  a r e  t oo  s ~ l l  to  i d e n t i f y  on 
the  map, we rr~st assmue they  a r e  w i t h i n  t h e  h i g h  f r e q u e n c y  
f l o o d  p l a i n .  As you a r e  aware ,  we have d e s i g n e d  and r e c e i v e d  
a p p r o v a l  to  e o n s t ~ e t  a lO,OOO c f s  channe l  enhancement  p r o j e c t  
f o r  f l o o d  c o n t r o l  and f l o o d  dan~ge p r o t e c t i o n .  We hope t h a t  
f l o o d  c o n t r o l  p u r p o s e s  i s  one o f  t he  CO¢lpat tble  u s e s  o f  a 
" p r i o r i t y  w i l d l i f e  a r e a "  a s  i t  t s  w i t h i n  t he  d e s i g n a t e d  F red  
J. Weller Greenbelt. Not to a l low the use of a flood p l a i n  
f o r  f l o o d  c o n t r o l  would  l e a d  t o  e x t e n s i v e  damage t o  a d j a c e n t  
l a n d  and s t r u c t u r e s .  

In g e n e r a l ,  we f i n d  the  D r a f t  Resou rce  Management P l a n  does  a good j o b  of  
a d d r e s s i n g  the  i s s u e s  and d e f i n i n g  t he  i m p a c t s .  We s u p p o r t  t h e  p r e f e r r e d  
a l t e r n a t i v e  w i t h i n  i t s  b a l a n c e  o f  v a l u e s ,  ~ s n k  you f o r  t he  o p p o r t u n i t y  
t o  comraent on the  d r a f t  Resou rce  Management P l a n ,  

S i n c e r e l y  y o u r s ,  

SPECIAL SERVICES DEPARTMENT 
1793 South Fi rs t  Avenue 
Yuma, Arizona 85364 

Apri l  18, 1985 

1 

Planning Team Leader 
Bureau of Land 8anage~nt 
Yuma Dis t r ic t  Office 
Post Office Box 5680 
Yuma, Az 85364 - 0697 

Dear Str: 

Please consider the following comment on the Yuma D is t r i c t  Draft Resource 
Management Plan (RMP) and Environmental Impact Statement. 

I The City of Yuma requests that the I~'IP address the issue of determination 
of best mechanism to make al l  federally owned lands within the boundaries 
of the Yuma Crossing Park (YCP) aviilable for parks and recreation put- 

reposes (Attachment). The bulk of the federal property is g. S. Bureau of 
IReclamatlon (BOR) withdrawn lands of the historic U. S. Army Quarter- 
|master Depot (1860's) site. ~his area is currently occupied by the Yur~ 
mReunty Water Users Association (YOkqJA), however under the conditions of 

I 
the newly negotiated and shortly to he approved BOR/TCWUA contract, 
the YCWUA wi l l  be relocated in two years. This national historic landmark 
site is a cr i t ical  element in the development of the Yuma Crossing ParR. 
Any remaining parcels under federal ownership are important to provide 
for contiguous development of the park that wi l l  stretch for some R 
miles along the banks of the Colorado River at Yule. Ideally, these 
federal properties would be transferred to the Arizona State Parks Board 
who w 1 develop that portion of the park, 

Thank you for considering th is  request. 

Sincerely, 

6wen Robinson 
YumaCrossing Park Coordinator 

Attachment 
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231 

L e t t e r s  Received T h a t  Were S i m i l a r  To L e t t e r  No. 231 

F o r t y - e l s h t  l e t t e r s  were r e c e i v e d  t h a t  were s i m i l a r  t o  l e t t e r  

uumbe~ 231 in that they expressed agreement with ELM's tecommendatloas on 

w L l d e ~ e s a  s t u d y  a r e a s  and supported ~Itiple use oa all other p u b l i c  land~. 

Since  t h e s e  l e t t e r s  d i d  ne t  p resen t  new d a t a  or  d i s p u t e  e i t h e r  the  f a c t s  o r  

the  outcome of the  env i ronmen ta l  a n a l y s i s ,  t hey  a r e  ~ot  reproduced h e r e .  

Pollowlu~ i s  a l l s t  of  index  numbers a s a l s n e d  to  these  l e t t e r s .  T a b l e  6-2  

l d e ~ t i f l e s  t h e  letter W r i t e r s ,  

232 249 261 292 

235 250 274 293 

237 251 276 294 

238 252 278 295 

23~ 253 239 297 

2~0 ~bA 283 299 

242 ~55 285 303 

2~3 256 287 304 

245 257 288 305 

266 258 289 305 

24~ 259 2~0 307 

248 260 291 313 

262 
S H U T £ ,  ~41HALY @ " ~ E I N B E R C ~ K  

, CL~MZ~r ~N~i. J~ 

~E~^ D.^. DZUN 

~ C . I L  I .OOP~ 

EXPRESS MAlL 

April 18, 1983 

Dennis Turowskl, Planning Team Leader 
Bureau of Land Management 
yuma District Office 
3150 Winsor Avenue 
Toms, AZ 85354 

Re: Comments on Draft Yuma District 
Resource Management Plan and 
Environmental Impaec Statement 

Dear Mr. Turowski: 

Enclosed are cements prepared by the Colorado 
River Indian Tribes On the Draft Yuma District Resource 
Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement ("R~"). 
Attached tO these cements and incorporated in them by 
reference are comments which the Tribe6 are submitting to 
the District on its Draft Dig Maria Cultural Resource 
Management Plan ("Big Maria CRHP"). Although the RMP makes 
no reference to the Big Maria CRHP, many of the Tribes' 
comments on the Bi B Maria C~ apply also to the RMP. Also 
attached is a Tribal Council resolution which pertains to 
the RMP. 

Introduction 

AS the Tribes point out in these co~ents, the P/dP 
proposes a number of uses and activities adjacent to Rese~- 
ration boundaries, on traditional Tribal lands, which would 
adversely affect the Tribes and which would violate the 
fourmmile buffer zone surrounding Reservation boundaries 
which the Tribes have requested. For example, the District 
has made plans to increase the communication facilities and 
utility corridor o n  and near Black Peak and tO continue tO 
permit grezlng there, despite the strong spiritual 

J siBniflcance of that location to Tribal members. Thle 

~een afforded an insufficient voice in the District's 
roblem is one illustration of the fact that the Tribes have 

|plannin 8 and management process, despite the fact that they 
are the largest landholder in the District other than the 

Dennis Turowski 
Bureau of Land Management 
April 18, 1985 
Page 2 

federal government, and most of the District is comprised of 
traditional Tribal lands. 

Other major weaknesses in the R~ are the lack of 
specific management policies and the absence of inter-sEcreT 
corrdinatlont both of which are also problems in the 
Big Maria C~. 

Cements and Reco~endations 

I. Buffer Zone 

Several significant activities adjacent to Reser- 
vation boundaries are proposed or evident in the RMP which 
would adversely affect the Tribes and would violste the 
four-mile buffer zone surrounding the Eeservatlon which the 
Tribes have requested. Specifically, the Distrlst' plans 
for Black Peak and neighboring areas, and the District's 
recent relinquishment of lands south of Black Peak for 
future aequlsitlon by the town of Parker and for mining 
ac¢ivities are discussed elsewhere in these comments. 

On October 12, 1984, the Tribal Council passed 
Resolution No. R-122-84 requeetlng the Bureau of Land 
Management to maintain a four-mile buffer zone On lands 
managed by the Bureau adjacent to the Reservatlon. (Resolu- 
tion NO. R-122-84 is attached hereto.) The Resolution 
points out that the current Reservation boundaries do not 
reflect the true extent of traditional Tribal boundaries and 
therefore the Tribes have cultural and spiritual concerns on 
lands adjacent to the Reservation. In addition, activities 
on lands adjacent to the Reservation have a direct effect 
upon the Reservation and Tribal members. For example, the 
Tribes are experlenelng law enforcement and other problems 
in areas of the Reservation abutting heavily developed 
off-Reservation lands. Those problems would be greatly 
exacerbated by further development alon S the boundaries of 
the Reservation, A four-mile open space buffer zone on 
Bureau lands would help to prevent these infringements upo~ 
the Tribes and to protect the cultural, spiritual and 
economic concerns of the Tribes. The RMP preferred 
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alternative, however, evidences a choice by the District not 
to  r e s p e c t  such a buffer zone requested by the Tribes. 

2. Black Peak 

One of the issues on which the Tribes have repeat- 
edly made strong recommendations to the Distric~ is that of 
Black Peak. As the aMP notes, the preferred KMP alternative 
would result in considerable impacts upon both the spiri- 
tuallty of the area and its substantial cultural resources. 
Currently, there are two co~unicatlon facilities on Black 
Peak which the Tribes have requested be gradually phased out 
because of the spiritual siBniflcanee of this location, and 
the disturbance to the spirituality which is created by the 
facilities. Rather than phasing out the facilities, how- 
ever, the aMP calls for increasing them from two to five 
(aMP, p. Ig). It also recommends designation of a one mile 
wide utility corridor running along the Reservation's 
northeast boundary directly across Black Peak. In addi- 
tion, despite the Tribes' requests, it proposes to continue 
tO permit grazing in the Black Peak area which grazing 
damages and destroys significant cultural resources in the 
area. 

The Tribes reiterate their strong reeo~endation 
that, because of the extreme spiritual significance of the 
area, the communication facilities on Black Peak be phased 
out rather than expanded and the utility corridor be located 
elsewhere. The aMP should at minimum analyze alternatives 
to the proposed activities on Black Peak, which it fails to 
do. Similarly, grazing in t h e  vicinity of t h e  cultural 
sites near Black Peak should he terminated since, as t h e  RMP 
indicates, fencing is inadequate tO protect the sites. 

it is distressing for the Tribes to note that on 
this issue on which they have repeatedly expressed their 
strong position that the District's proposal would clearly 
harm their religious and spiritual concerns, the District 
has ignored the Tribes and proceeded with its proposal. 

Dennis Turowski 
Bureau of Land Management 
April Ig, 1985 
Page 4 

3. District Land Relinquishment. 

The Tribes understand that the District has turned 
over  to the State of Arizona for future annexation by the 
town of Parker a site lying on the eastern boundary of the 
Reservation, south of Black Peak and west of the Cactus 
Plain Wilderness Study Area. While some of the lands at 
that site were already owned by the State, it appears that 
the majority of the site was relinquished by the District to 
the State recently, after the aMP planning process had 
begun. In addition, several miles south of that location, 
Just east of the eastern boundary of the Reservation, it 
appears that addltlonal federal lands within close proximity 
of  the Reservation have recently been transferred from the 
District to the State. The Tribes understand that this 
transfer relates to potential mining activities. The Tribes 
were consulted upon neither of these two transfers of land 
adjacent to the Reservation and within the four-mile buffer 
izone. 

Due to their location a d j a c e n t  to the Reservation, 
the uses permitted and planned on these transferred lands 
are very important to the Tribes. Urban uses, for example, 
at the Parker annexation site could have many detrimental 
impacts upon the Tribes, upon the spiritual and cultural 
sites nearby, and upon the Cactus Plain Wilderness Area. 
Mining activities at the southerly site could also have 
substantial adverse impacts upon the Tribes. The Tribes 
oppose any relinquishment of land by the District to the 
State or to private parties, particularly where the land 
adjoins the Reservation. Moreover, the Tribes believe that 
some of the relinquished lands described above lle within 
the true and proper boundaries of the Reservation, which are 
located to the east of the eastern boundary which is desig- 
nated on the aMP maps. At minimum, the Tribes should be 
consulted before any such transaction is carried out which 
so obviously and d i r e c t l y  affects them. 

Dennis Turowski 
Bureau of Land Management 
April 18, 1985 
Page 5 

4. CRIT Participation in District 
Plannln~ and Management. 

The Colorado River Indian Reservation, which lies 
entirely within the boundaries of t h e  District, is t h e  
largest area in the District held by anyone other than BLM 
and the military. The Tribes control more riverfront land 
than anyone else in the District. (See, Map 6.) The Reser- 
vatlon adjoins or lies across the river from the Dig Maria 
CaMP alon~ its entire north-south stretch. And a large 
portion o~ the entire District is comprised of lands which 
are traditional tribal lands of historic, cultural and 
spiritual significance to members of the Tribes. For these 
reasons, the Tribes are greatly concerned wlth the 
District's planning and management actions. Virtually every 
aspect of the aMP has either direct or indirect "impacts upon 
the Tribes and their Reservation. 

I Yet, the Tribes have in the past been  permitted 
little voice in planning and management of the aMP. To 
date, the Tribes do not even have a voting representative on 
the District Advisory Committee, nor have they always 
received timely notice of the committee's meetings. Where 
the Tribes have had the opportunity to take a position on a 
District proposal, the District has frequently ignored the 
Tribes' position. While the Tribes appreciate the meetings 
they have had with District officials to inform them of the 
District's plans, they should be permitted greater voice at 
an earlier stage in the planning process. 

5. Management Policies. 

The aMP, like the Big Maria caMP, is lacking in 
management policies which spell OUt exactly what kinds of 
uses would be permitted throughout the District under the 

I preferred and other alternatives. For example, a number of  
terms are used for which the uses permitted need to be 
defined in the aMP in order for ~n assessment of the Plan tO 
be possible. These include~ "priority wildlife habitat " 
"special management prescriptions," "key wildlife habitat," 
and other terms. The aMP fails to describe what these tel~s 
mean and what specific policies and regulations would he in 

Dennis Turowski 
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effect in each area. Another example of this thoztcoming is 
that the ~ states that cultural resources in 30% of the 
areas will be proteozed, but it does not specify precisely 
what protective measures are proposed and where, so that an 
assessment can be made whether the Plan will in fact provide 
adequate p r o t e c t i o n  i n  even  t h a t  limited a r e a .  

6. Coordination. 

It is perplexing that the aMP does not refer to or 
even mention the Big Maria caMP. If the CaMP is, as the 
District claims, its plan for protecting the cultural and 
archeological resources in the gig Marias, which include the 
most dense and most significant array of such sites anywhere 
in the District, then why was it not at least mentioned in 
the RMP? As a result of the KMP's failure to explain its 
relationship with the Big Maria CAMP. it is impossible to 
tell from the RD~ the extent to which there are significant 
cultural resources in the District outside of the Dig 
Marias, and the extent to which the RMP proposes to protect 
them. Apparently, the RMP proposes to attempt protection of 
only 30Z of the total area of known high and moderate 
cultural resources sensitivity (KMP, p. 91). Whether or not 
the proposed protection measures would protect even that 30Z 
is doubtful, given the shortcomings of the program proposed 
in the Big Maria CAMP. 

1 Just as the Big Maria CaMP fails to coordinate 
with or discuss plans of the BLM Desert District. Bureau of 
Reclamation, and Caltrans, so the KMP has failed in these 
respects. For the same reasons that any program for pro- 
tection of cultural resources depends upon joint action of 
these agencies, an overall management program involving all 
resources also relies upon inter-agency coordination and 
Joint planning. 

7. Cactus Plain Wilderness Area. 

The Tribes support designation of Cactus Plain as 
a wilderness area. Such a designation would be consistent 
with the Tribes' recor~nendation that a four-mile buffer zone  
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be established on BLM land around the perimeter of the 
Reservation. 

8. 1915 Land Withdrawal. 

The P/~ and associated maps show as District land 
approximately 60,000 acres of land in the La Paz area which 
was unlawfully withdrawn from the Reservation in 191~, As 
the Tribes have stated to the District previously, this land 
was improperly withdrawn and should be considered part of 
the Reservation rather than as land administered by the  
District. 

9. Rig Maria Area of Critical 
Envlronmest al Conoer~. 

I The Tribes strongly endorse designation of an area 
of critical environmental concern in the Big M.arias. The 
boundaries of this area should coincide with those of the 
Big Maria CRMP. Whether they do is impossible to discern 
from the RMP. The KMP also should clarify what restrictions 
are imposed as a result Of the ACEC designatlon. 

Very truly yours, 

SHUTE, MIHALY & WEINBERGER 

Counsel for t he  Colorado River 
Y-.dian Tribes 

ADAB:Jt 

CC: Harry Laffoon 
PamWilllam8 
Charles Lamb 
Rot Moore 

5HUT~, M[HALY 8 WEINBEKCEP. 
ATro~wr~  ^ r  LAW 

~^ o ^ ~u~ 

EXPRESS HAIL 

April 18, 1985 

Mr. J. Darwin Snell, District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Yuma District Office 
P.O. Box 5680 
Yums, AZ 85364-0697 

Re:  Cou~en t s  on Draft Big Maria Cultural 
Resource Management Plan and 
Environmental Impact Report 

Dear Mr. Snell: 

Enclosed are co~ents submitted on behalf of the 
Colorado River Indlan Tribes on the Draft Big Maria Cultural 
Resource Management Plan and Envlronmental Analysis Report 
("Big Harl~ CRMP," "Report"}. The Tribes have also sub- 
mitted a copy Of these co~ents as part of their toreroants 
upon the District's D~aft Resource Management Plan and 
Environmental Impact Statement, which they are submitting to 
the District a t  this time under separate cover. 

Introduction 

The Yuma District's Draft Rig Maria Cultural 
Resource Management Plan ("Big Maria CRMP," "Report"} is an 
important first step towards longterm protection and manage 
meat of the highly significant e~Itursl resources in the BiS 
Maria mountains. The Report's description of the history, 
significance and extent of the resources in the area is for 
the most pert, very good. Such a description is," however, 
only the first step of a management plan. Where the Report 
falls down is in setting forth a full management plan, 
including budget, policies, and schedule, pursuant to which 
BLM will carry OUt its legal obligations to ensure the best 
possible p~otection of those resources. In the co, ants and 
recommendations set forth below, the Tribes attempt to 
describe the r espec t s  in which they believe the Big ~ria 
CRMP is lacking and f~ils to provlde the necessary guide- 
posts for gLM to perform its legal duties with respect to 
these r esou rces .  

Mr. J. Darwin Snell 
April iS, 1985 
Page 2 

Ma~or Co=~ents and Recommendations 

1. Coordination with the Desert District. 

As the Report and a~l the studies that have been 
done of cultural resources in the area make clear, the 
concentration of sites in the Big Marian does not end st the 
boundary between the Yuma District and the Desert District. 
Many of the significant sites in the Big Marlas are located 
in the Desert District in the southwestern portion of the 
mountains. 

It is imperative that there be agreement and 
coordination between the two districts as to the management 
of these cultural resources in order for any management plan 
to be effective. Absent such coordination, according to the 
B ig  Maria CRMP, the fencing Of  the resource area would 
abruptly end at the Desert District boundary. Not only 
would the resources in the Desert District be vulnerable to 
destruction, hut ORVs and other human threats could obtain 
f r ee  access t o  the resources in the Yuma District through 
t he  unprotected Desert Distrlct. 

Probably the most e£fective and efficient pro- 
faction would be provided under management by only one 
district. To that end, perhaps the Yuma District could be 
designated the district with management responsibilities for 
all of the cultural resources in the Big Msrias. Barrln R 
that possibility, the two districts should set up a 
mechanism for Jointly managing the area. Absent such 
coordination, even the best program of the Yuma District 
would be undercut by an ineffective program or a delayed 
program on the part of the Desert District. 

2. Management Policies Regarding Permitted 
Uses of the Lands Within and Adjacent 
to the Plan Area. 

The Big Maria CRHP provides nO guidance whatsoever 
regarding treatment of proposed uses in or adjacent tO the 
management area by private parties and other public 

Mr. J. Darwin Snell 
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agencies. It merely notes that the entlre management area 
has been withdrawn from general public use by the Bureau of 
Reclamation, and that there are a number of existing permits 
and rights of way. 

Land wlthdrawnhy the BOR is not only open to any 
uses by the BOR, it is also available for many other uses, 
One of the most glaring omissions in the Report is any 
policies or other guidance for determining under what 
conditions use of the lands within the management area will 
he pe~itted. The two greatest sources of damage to the 
sites in question are ORes and permitted uses of the lands. 
such as the roads and quarries constructed and used by the 
BOR. the powerllne Tights of wsy, and the communication 
tower sites on top of Black Point. 

Ever since this draft Report was issued, the ROR 
has undertaken considerably more activity within the manage- 
meat area, some of~hich has destroyed or damaged sig- 
nificant sites. In connection with its proposed 450 unit 
residential development jUSt south of Black Point, the River 
City Development Company has made plans to construct large 
dikes on BLM land for surface water dralna~e. The dikes 
would be very close to slgnifloant cultura~ sites. And 
there are other private parties with mining claims who are 
free to pursue them without any apparent constraints. 

The Big Maria CRHPSbould set forth comprehensive 
policies and priorities to govern such activities within the 
management area. Otherwise, any fencing, road closinB, and 
other protective measures will be to no avail because the 
damage will come from permitted uses rather than ORVs. The 
plleies should set strict limits on what uses will be 
permitted within the management area and under what condi- 
tions. The policies should also include provlslon for 
phaslng out existing uses where possible and where such uses 
pose a serious threat to the resources. For example, the 
communication towers at Black Point should be phased out as 
soon as possible as that area is one of Breat spiritual 
significance to MoJave Indians and its spirituality is 
gravely threatened by the towers. In addition, some of the 
trespass areas ere dangerously close to significant sites. 
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While the Report mentions that removal of some or all of 
these trespassers would be necessary, it provides n o  s c h e -  
d u l e  for their notification and removal, which should occur 
as soon as possihle. 

The policies should also address the situation 
where activities outside the management area have effects 
within the area. The proposed River City Development is a 
perfect example of why such policies are n e e d e d .  Not only 
does BLM h a v e  t o  make a decision on the permit application 
to construct the dikes, but also the construction the 
development itself, with the resultant influx of people and 
ORVs would have a very substantial impact on the management 
area. The policies should seek adequate protection measures 
in connection with all activities outside the area that 
could have impacts within the area. 

3. Enforcement 

T h e  enforcement provisions o f  the Report are 
sorely lacking. The sum total of enforcement seems to be a 
visit to each site every six months to see if damage has 
occurred At the same time, the Report recognizes that 
people remove siena , that they llft vehicles over fences, 
and that fencing and the other measures proposed will 
provide inadequate protection. Failure to provide a sound 
enforcement program is an admission that any program insti- 
tuted by the District will serve at most to retard somewhat 
the inevitable destruction of the resources in the area. 

T h e  Tribes recognize t h a t  the District's Plan will 
be constrained by the funding available. This CRMP should, 
however, set forth a proposed enforcement program which 
could, if carried out, bring about large-scale compliance 
with the protection measures imposed in the area. Such an 
enforcement program would almost certainly include more 
significant patrols of the area and very strict controls 
over the extent to which permittees are allowed access to 
restricted roads and areas. It would also make provision 
for continuing evaluation of the Plan's effectiveness in 
protecting the resources, so that protection a n d  enforcement 
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m e a s u r e s  c o u l d  b e  u p g r a d e d  i f  n e c e s s a r y  b e f o r e  too m u c h  
damage is done. 

The CRMP should also include a budget for the 
funds necessary to carry o u t  such a program. There is n o  
sense i~ designing and carrying out an entire protection 
program which omits an essential ingredient because of an 
anticipated budget squeeze. Once the entire program, 
including an adequate enforcement aspect, is designed, then 
priorities c a n  be assigned to the various parts of the 
program and funds distributed accordingly. The District has 
ut the cart before t h e  horse in n e g l e c t i n g  enforcement 

~ecause of cost, and thereby recommending a program which is 
doomed  tO fail. 

~, Land Swaps and Acquisition. 

The Big Maria CRMP should include a program for 
land swaps and/or acquisition of areas of special signifi- 
cance. The Report mentions t h a t  many of the significant 
resources in the area, including part of Black Point, are on 
private land. It goes o n  to propose that the BLM acquire 
the Black Point land, yet it proposes no schedule or any 
specifics for such an acquisition. (Report, p. 16). Black 
Point, where t h e  resources are highly significant and the 
owner has expressed interact in trading or selling the 
lands, is a situation ideal for land swappln or purchase. 
It is quite likely that there are other highly significant 
sites on private land which are also perfectly suited to 
purchase or trade. 

The District should review all such potential 
situations, set t h e m  forth in order of priority and proceed 
with the transactions. The CRMP should include guidelines 
a n d  schedules for such a program as well as a special fund 
to carry it out. As long as there are privately-owned lands 
in the area which contain significant resources, this 
program should he a high priority within the overall Manage- 
ment Plan, as it provides a mechanism for protecting re- 
sources for which, as long as they are in private hands, 
there is no guaranty of protection. 

Mr. J. Darwin Snell 
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5 .  Advisor 7 Management Co~aittee. 

The B i g  Maria CRMP should establish an advisory 
cotm0ittee composed of members of the Tribes and experts 
knowledgeable about the eul~ural resources in the management 
area. Such a committee would review the draft Plan and make 
recommendations for it. The commlttee would also oversee 
the implementation of the Plan, and would be involved in any 
decisions revising the Plan itself or its implementation 
schedule. Such a committee would also be helpful in keeping 
the District informed of any developments pertinent to the 
Plan. The existence of such a co~mittee would help shape an 
effective protection program and would aid in ensurin S that 
nothing that the SLM did would further aggravate the 
existing problems. (For example, in the past when the BLM 
has built site-speciflc fencing without consulting Tribal 
members, such fencing has been constructed in a manner very 
disturbing to the spirituality of the sites in question.) 

6. Time Schedule and Assurance of Completion of 
Protection Measures. 

The Big Maria CRMP should include a schedule which 
designates when each aspect of the program will be begun and 
completed. This could resemble the schedule on  p. 67  of the 
Report, but should he more complete. It should include not 
only additional aspects of the program not included in the 
draft Report, but also tasks mentioned in the Report hut not 
included in the schedule, such as land acquisition and 
6wapping. 

The schedule for establishing proteetlon measures 
in the management area must be tied to t h e  actions that t h e  
ELM takes in connection with proposed uses of BLM o r  adja- 
cent lands which uses could affect the resources. In other 
words, it is critical that no activities be permitted which 
could have a sigolficant effect on any of the resources in 
question unless and until a d e q u a t e  protection measures are 
in place. AS the Report itself makes clear, it takes but 
one residential development adjacent to BLM lands to lead to 
defacing ORV tracks over countless sites when, as is the 
situation now, there is no fencing or other protective 
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measure in place. All the fencing in the world won't make 
any difference if it is built after the damage is done. 

The Report acknowledges that "the unprotected 
sites will require protection, or in a few years most will 
receive certain impacts from the ORV people." (Report, 
p, 54.) At the same time, the Report acknowled es that the 
District never implemented the major measures o~ the 
Activity Plan it prepared for the Blythe Intaglios. As 
noted, above, already in the seven months since the draft 
Report was issued, new uses have damaged and threatened to 
damage the resources. What assurance do the Trlhes and the 
rest of the public have that any of the measures described 
in this Report will b e  implemented in time to save the 
resources o r  will ever be implemented~ To provide some 
assurance that substantial additional damage will not occur 
in the interim until protection measures are established, 
the District should not grant any permits for uses that 
could affect the resources and should restrict to the 
greatest possible extent any other use potentially affecting 
the resources until an adequate protection plan is in 
effect. 

Other Comments and Reco~endations. 

I. Environmental Assessment Record 

Two deficiencies stand out in the EAR. First, in 
the section on alternatives, the only other alternative 
mentioned, e x c e p t  the n o  action alternative, is that of 
fencing individual sites. One viable alternative related to 
that which merits serious consideration is that of area 
fencing together wlth site specific fencing at particularly 
significant or sensitive sites. As the Report admits, area 
fencing will b e  only partially successful. If it is com- 
bined with site specific fencing on at least some sites it 
is more likely to b e  successful. Site specific fencing 
should be constructed with the help of Indian advisors, as 
in the past when the RiM has built such fencing, it has done 
so in a manner very disturbing to the spirituality of the 
areas involved. Also, Indian advisors could aid in deter- 
mining which sites most needed protection. 
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A l s o  i n c l u d e d  f o r  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  w o u l d  be a n  
a l t e r n a t i v e  w h i c h  t h e  D i s t r i c t  b e l i e v e s  w o u l d  do the b e s t  
possible Job of protecting the resources in question. The 
draft CRMP acknowledges that the measures proposed in it 
would o n l y  s e r v e  t o  d e l a y  t h e  i n e v i t a b l e  destruction of t h e  
r e s o u r c e s .  E i t h e r  i n  t h e  P l a n  i t s e l f ,  o r  a s  an  a l t e r n a t i v e .  
the District should se t  fo~th a program which would protec~ 
the resources, Presumably such a plan would inc-~e a much 
more active enforcement program than that proposed i~ the 
draft Plan. The District should at least propose for 
consideration a Plan which would effectively carry out the 
BLM's objectives and its legal mandates. It should not, as 
it has done here, foreclose such a posslbili~y at the outset 
by predetermining that it would be too expensive. 

2. Area of Critical Rnvironment~l Concern 

The Report mentions that the southern half of the 
management area is proposed to b e  managed as an Area of 
Critical Environmental Conce r~ .  It should explain what 
needs to be done to make that designation final, and on what 
timetable that will occur. It should further s e t  forth wh~t 
such a designation means with respect to gLM's management of 
the area, a nd  how that relates to any plan to protect the 
area's cultural resources. 

3. Site Inventory and Protectio. 

The Report creates the impression that virtually 
all of area 6 A has already been adequately inventoried 
(that is, the cross-hatched area in map 5), Tee the Trihe5 
are aware of a number of instances where additional sites, 
not mentioned in any of the existing inventories, have been 
located in the area. Io fact most of the inventories of the 
area, including the von Werlhof study, are based almost 
exclusively on pre-existing studies. No one has yet com-  
p l e t ed  a systematic and complete inventory of even that area 
which is marked as inventories in the Report. While the HLM 
may consider the costs of such a complete inventory prohi- 
bitive, the Report should explicitly acknowledge the short* 
comings o f  the existing studies of t h e  area. 

Rsbolullon NO" R-122-B4 

RESOLUTION 
CC~OkADO mlVn r~aAL COUNOL 

Request the United S t l ~ e l  ~ure£u of Land Management ISLM) t o  ma in t a in  • 
ARe~oIul I~to f ou r -m i l e  open space bu f f e r  zone on lands manaqed bY l a i d  Bureau ad jacen t  

to  the  Colorado R iver  Ind ian  Rl l%rVi t lon  

Be It , e~ fvedby theTr lb . l  C~uncll 01 the~la~odo Rive, IndI~Trlbel, I , ~ l ~ l m H t l n g  

O/ lemb l~  oc tober  12, 1984 

~EREAS, the  Colorado ~ lve r  Ind ian  Rese rva t ion  Wal se t  • s i d e  by the Uni ted S t a t e s  
a l  the p e r ~ n e n t  homeland of the Colorado River  Ind ian  Trfbesz and 

WHEREAS, the  Colorado ~ l ve r  I nd ian  Tribes or  t he i r  predecessors have res ided  ~ |  a 
cons tan t  popu la t ion  In the a rea  covered by the Colorado River  Ind ian  
Reservation s~nce time i~emor/•l~ and 

W~EREAS, t he  Colorado ~ lver  Ind ian  Tr ibes  have e u l t u r s l  and s p i r i t u a l  concerns on 
the  lands ad jacent  to  the Rese rva t ion  because t he  cu r r en t  Rese rva t ion  
ho~ndaries do not r e f l e c t  the t r u e  e x t e n t  of t r a d i t i o n a l  boundar ies ;  and 

WHEREAS, ac t l v~ t l e l  on lands ad jacen t  to  the Colorado R~ver I nd ian  Reserva t ion  
have a d i r e c t  e f f e c t  on t he  Rese rva t ion  end the  members of the  Colorado 
R~ver Indian Trlbes~ and 

~F~S ,  the Colorado ~ l ve r  Ind ian  Tribes  a~e exper ieno~ng law enforcement  and o the r  
problems in  a~eal o f  the Reservat ion abut t~nq heav i l y  developed o f f  
r e s e r v a t i o n  l~nda; and 

h~ER~S, the  problem~ cauled by ~uch development a re  l ne l capab le  absent  t o t a l  
¢ l o l u r e  of the  Reserva t ion  boundar ies ;  and 

The|oregolngrelotufionwaton October 12, 1984 dulyapprovedbyavolsof 

6 forond 0 ogalnlt, by Ihe Tribal CouncU of the Colorado ~t~r  Indian 

Tr l~ l ,  purluant to oulhotl~ vended ~n It by Section l . e ,  . A~I¢II  v I  of ins 
Constitution and By lawl o| fhe Tribal, ratified by the tdbes on March I .  1975 end opp~ved by lhe 
Secreln ~ of 1he Interior ~ May 29,1975, pursuant fa S Jctlon 1 d of Ihe A~  of June 18.1934, (48 Stat 
984), T~ll tl$oJul J~ I i  effective OIo| 1he d~te e~ Itl ~opl ~o~, 

CO!.ORAO0 RIVER TRIBAL COUNCIL 

Mr. J. Darwin Snell 
April 18, 1985 
Page g 

In  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  R e p o r t  f o c u s e s  a l m o s t  e x c l u s i v e l y  
on geoglyphs as opposed to any of the many other kinds of 
sites. It is imperative that the other sites also be 
adequately inventoried a~d protected, and where appropriate, 
nominated for inclusion on the National Register of Historic 
Places. In many instances, other sites may be of equal 
significance tO t h e  g e o g I y p h s .  

Very truly yours, 

SHUTS, MIHALy & WEINBHRGER 

ALLHTTA d'A. HELIN 

Counsel for Colorado River 
Indian Tribes 

cc: Larry Laffoon 
Pam Williams 
Run Moore 
Charles Lamb 

R~SOLOT~ON ,O. R-122-Bd 
OCTOBER 12. 1984 
PAGE 2 

Wfl~EAS, f u r t h e r  development on the boundaries  of t he  Reservat ion  would r e s u l t  
in  •n u n ~ n a g e a b l e  l n c r e • s e  In the burden on law enforcement end o the r  
r e ~ £ e t o r y  | y , t ems  of  the  Colorado R2ver Indten Rese rva t ion :  end 

k'REREAS* f u r t h e r  development on the  boundaries  of t he  ~ese rva t ion  ~ n s  I s u b s t a n t i a l  
r i s k  of  be ing  i n c o n s i s t e n t  and lncompatSble wi th  the developmental  p lane  
oe the  Colorado River  Indian T r i b e l t  and 

WHI~RFAS, p r e sen t  Bureau of  Land Management land manaqement p lans ,  c ~ l f c i e s  end 
antdons do not  g ive  primary consddera t ion  t o  the  e f f e c t s  of those  p lans ,  
p o l i c i e s  and e c t i o n s  on ad jacent  Colorado River  Indian Rese rva t ion  
l&ndl ;  and 

WH~EAS, a ~our-mi le  open space buf fe r  zone on landm ~naBed  by the  Bureau of  
Land Management ad jacen t  t o  the Colorado River  Ind ian  Rese rva t ion  would 
main ta in  the  s ta tus  qua on the Reserva t ion ,  p revent  f u r t he r  b~rdens on 
T r i b a l  g o v e r ~ e n t ,  and p r o t e c t  the  c u l t u r a l ,  i p l ~ i t u a l  and economic 
concerns of  t he  Colorado River  Indian Trdbea~ 

~OW, THEREFORB~ BE IT RSSOLVED t h a t  the  ColOrado River  Ind ian  Tr ibes  hereby reques t  
t h a t  t he  Uni ted s t a t e s  Bureau og Land Management ma in t a in  • four  141 mi le  
open space b u f f e r  2one on dands managed by i n i d  Bureau ad j acen t  to  the 
Colorado River I nd i an  Reservation. 
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¢ ~ ¢,, [U i~oi A~ZONA AVENUE SU~ • 

R • -T.~C~ PO~O~F ic  E BOX C 

April 17, 1985 

d. Darwin Snell, District Manager 
BUreau  of Land Management 
yu~0a District Office 
P.O. BOX 5680 
¥uma, Arizona 85364-0897 

Re: 1601 (YDO) 

Dear Mr. Snell: 

I La Paz County has reviewed the draft P~-EIS for the Yuma 
District planning area and would like to propose that an 

of the SCORE Parker 400 race be made. alignment change cours~ 
The maintenance which the County must do after the race is very 
extensive on the County roads which the course new covers. 

The course at present utilizes approximately 35 miles of 
County roads. The new proposed course which has been driven 
and flagged by Sal Fish of SCORE and Wayne Arrington of the 
La Paz County Public Works Department is shown in red on 
the attached map. 

We believe that this change would be very beneficial to all 
and La Paz County through the Public Works Department will 
assist to effect this change if the determination is in favor 
o f  it. 

This would create a permanent course for this race which ~ 
would be utilized in the years to come. 

We appreciate the opportunity to render to you for your 
consideration this proposal. 

La Paz County Board of Supervisors 

264 
YUMA DISTRICT 8LM 

YUMA , AZ. 

DEAR SIRS. 

MY frAME IS DARYL ~MEYN AND I WOULD LI~ TO C0MMKNT SN YOUR 

DISTRICT MANAG;~trT P~Atr FO~ TH~OsFICIAL RECORD. 

I SUPP0RT ALTERNATIVE D AS THE MOST BEN~FICI~ USE OF TEE 

PUBLIC L~ADS. UNDER THIS ALThRNATIVE TRUE BALANCE IS STRUCK 

IN THE ~SF~RVATiON OF DESERT MOhtrTAIR COUtrTRY THAT IS IMPORTANT 

FOR AESHETIC VALUES, tr~LDLXPE, AND RECRF~TION...AtrD THE VALUE OF 
A~ 

ROADLESS ~WILL CONTINUE TO IdCREASE II~ TME FUTuRE AS MUMA 

PEOPI~ TAKZ TO THz HILLS. I SPENT SO~ TXM~ l~ THE MAZAfZAL 

MOUtrTAINS BY PAYSOR SH¥5hRAL YEARS AGO AND LI~,.D IT VERY ~DCH. 

THE LOW DESERT O~ THE YUME PROVIDES ALOT OF CHALLENGING O~PORTUNITIhS 

WE DONT SEE UP H~HE IN WA~IhSTON. UNDEETd~ PHEePERED 

ALTERNATIVe, ONLY ~ PERCEtrT OF TEE LAtrD IAW THE DISTRICT IS 

PRESOEVEO AS WILDE,hESS FOR ThE FUTHE. VERY LOW ,,.VERY LOW. 

OUT OF ALL TH&T COUNTRY..YOO CAtr ONLY fIND ~ PhRCEHT T;~T ShOuLD 

BE SAVED....I POsT THINtr 96£EhCEtrT FOR WHETEV~E AA,D ONLY ~ P~RCENT 

FOR WILDEhRNESS IS SALhACED 0R AT ALL PAIR. HOB wouLD THE I~EES 

LIKE IT IF IT WERE THE OTHEr WAY AR05trD, 

ALTERNATIVE D PRESENTS A MO~ EQUITASL~ ALLOCAAIO,~ OF LRRD USE. 

IIP~RCEtrT SAVhD FOR ~ FUTURE ARD WALDLIP5. IT ADDS Tn~mAJOR 

DISPUTED AREAS CRO~SMA~ PEak , scenic Pacadrop for laBe havasu, 

MUGGINS MTtr AND TRb EAST CACTUS PLA~tr. IF YOU AInhND T~ PRhF~P~hD 

ALTE~¢ATIVE TO ItrCLUD5 THESE,,,I COULD SUPO.T IT. JUST THItrK~ 

ONDZR D ARL TrH/ Ii PkRCENT OF fd~ OISRICT T. WILD~E~S..FOR 

EVERY 9 ~I~CES UF PIE D~VELOP~RSA~D mI~bRS,~D hllOSVE~ ELSh WNATS 
~v 

TO USE TH~ PUBLIC L ~trAP FOR AL~,U~AARYT~L*O, I ~T u,~ PA~CE. 
Itr MOST GA)~S 50-~0 is fair SUT fL5 SETTLE P0R ......... OY=h ~LSASE 
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1'ria;, . ,~ tO~, ' t ' a . , l . o  , ,Z CE,,...,~,,9~ 1 , ,~ ' ,  U L , , ~ I ~ . . ~ .  U,,  

D~gFL ~O~FO~ 

f'<7. ~ ,~o, g~5-q 

ARIZONA 
MINING ASSOCIATION 

CJ HANSEN 

April ig, 1985 

J. Darwin Snell 
District Manager 
3150 Winsor Avenue 
P . o .  BOX 5 6 8 0  
Yuma, Arizona 85364 

Dear Mr. Snell: 

Enclosed are comments o6 the Arizona Mining Association 
regarding the draft Resource b~nagement Plan and Environ- 
mental Impact Statement for the Yuma District Planning Area. 

• The Arizona Mining Association represents 15 of the 
ma]or mlnlng companies that produce most the copper, moly- 
bden~, silver and gold in the state. We are pleased that 
you will consider our oral comments and the enclosed comments 
in preparing the final Resource Management Plan and Envir- 
onmental Impact Statement. 

P J P / j c  

2702  N, Third Street ,  SuPe 20 t5  • Phoenix. Arizona 85004 - [602] 2~4416 
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6 - PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

COMMENTS OF 
THE ARIZONA MINING ASSOCIATION 

ON THE 
BUP~ZAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

YUMA DISTRICT DRAFT 
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN/ 

WILDERNESS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

Prepared by 
the Lands Subcommittee 

of the 
Arizona Mining Association 

Phoenix, Arizona 

COMMENTS OF 
THE ARIZONA MINING ASSOCIATION 

ON TBE 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

YUM~ DISTRICT DRAFT 
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN/ 

WILDERNESS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

The Arizona Mining Association has developed these com- 

ments to generally show the concern for mineral potential 

within the Bureau of Land Management's Yuma District that is 

being studied for wilderness designation. The Arizona Mining 

Association consists of 16 major mining companies in Arizona 

that produce most of the copper, gold, silver and molybdenum in 

the State. We, as well as the aware public and the mining 

industry, are concerned about the continuing actions of the 

federal government to remove and restrict puhlic lands from 

productive use prior to a thorough evaluation of the mineral 

potential of the areas being withdrawn. 

The Arizona Mining Association is extremely concerned 

about the continuing actions of the federal government to 

remove and restrict public lands from productive use. Approxi- 

mately two-thlrds of all public lands in the United States are 

now effectively withdrawn from mineral development, in 

Arizona, existing wilderness areas total 2,000,000 acres and it 

has been determined that approximately 30 million additional 

acres (two-thlrds of the Federal lands in Arizona) are unavail- 

able or highly restricted to mineral resource development by 

other withdrawals including BLM Wilderness Study Areas, Forest 

Service Wilderness Study Areas, Primitive Areas, Scenic Areas, 

Game Preserves and Refuges, Parks and Monuments, Defense 

Department withdrawals, Indian Reservations and numerous other 

withdrawals. Each of these categories has been formed by 

individual withdrawal actions with little or no consideration 

I to the cumulative effect of all withdrawals in Arizona. The 

Association feels this cumulative effect must be addressed and 

considered in this EIS. 

Yuma District RMP 

The draft Y~a District Resource Management Plan and 

Environmental Impact Statement (RMP~ has been reviewed by the 

Arizona Mining Association primarily to identify those proposed 

land management actions that would withdraw lands from mineral 

entry or otherwise restrict mineral development. Listed below 

are the major management decisions which would have an impact 

on mineral development. 

Wilderness Area 

There are presently 18 Wilderness Study Areas (WSA) in the 

Yuma district comprising a total of 205,105 acres. Of this 

amount, the RMP proposes to designate as wilderness 51,510 

acres in two WSAS. Additionally, the plan proposes that an 

additional 980 acres be designated as wilderness by transfer- 

ring the land to the United States Fish and Wildlife Service 

{USFWS) for addition to a proposed USFWS National Wildlife 

Refuge Wilderness Area. There are no existing wilderness areas 

in the Yuma district slthough 275,000 acres in the district, 

comprising approximately 23% of the total public lands, are 

subject to Bureau of Reclamation withdrawals. The RMP also 

states that an additional 4,110 acres of land within the 

district boundary and administered by the USFWS have been 

recommended for wilderness. 

of the two WSAs recommended for wilderness designation, 

the Chemehuevi/Needles (5-4) WSA is comprised only of 966 acres 

and is dependent on adjoining lands in the Bavasu National 

Wildlife Refuge and the Chemehuevl Mountains WSA, in the BLM's 

California Desert District, being designated as wilderness. 

The Arizona Mining Association does not believe that it is 

appropriate to consider parcels of such small size for Wilder- 

ness designation. 

A total of 50,550 acres in the Cactus Plain WSA has been 

recommended for wilderness designation. The RMp reports past 

mining activity for barite and fluorite in the southern portion 

of the WSA. The Geology, Energy, and Minerals (GEM) assessment 

for this WSA also reports moderate potential for non-metallic 

mineralization in this same area. The GEM assessment for the 

remainder of the WSA reports low potential for uranium. Some 

of the land in the southern portion of this WSA is not recom- 

mended for wilderness. It is not clear, however, whether this 

area includes all the lands listed in the GEM assessment as 

having moderate potential for non-metallic mineralization. 

Special Management Areas 

The RMP proposes 33 cultural resource sites totalling 

6,800 acres for management under the "Conservation for Future 

Use" category which means essentially that the lands will be 

preserved in place. Approximately 6,000 acres, or 88% of the 

land included in these areas, are presently subject to Bureau 

of Reclamation withdrawals. FOr the remaining 8S0 acres that 

is not withdrawn from mineral entry the plan notes that "mining 

activity on the remaining sites would be managed so as to avoid 

disruption or, where this is not possible, minimize damage to 

cultural values." p. 14. Within these cultural resource sites 

no surface occupancy for oll and gas leases would be allowed, 

no sand and gravel permits would be issued and no utility 

rights-of-way would be permitted. 

The RMp also designates two special management areas: a 

natural scenic area comprising 26,080 acres and an Area of 

Critical Environmental Concern (ACECI totalling 5,280 acres. 

All lands within the ACEC would he withdrawn from mineral entry 

and leasing. However, it appears from the RMp that at least a 

portion of these lands is presently subject to a Bureau of 

Reclamation withdrawal. In the proposed natural scenic area 
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the plan provides that improvements would be restricted to 

those compatible with the natural or cultural resources for 

which the area is recognized and to those pe~itted by the 

mining laws. 

In addition to the two designated special management 

areas, there are five other areas not formally designated but 

which would be managed under special prescriptions to protect 

their natural values. These five areas include a total of 

149,905 acres. As with the natural scenic area, the plan 

provides that improvements would be restricted to those compat- 

ible with the natural or cultural resources for which the area 

is recognized and those permitted by the mining laws. Almost 

all of the land within the two desiqnated and five other areas 

not formally designated as special management areas, is com- 

prised of lands included in WSAs within the district. 

Priority Wildlife Habitat Areas 

The RMP designates a total of 249,640 acres as priority 

wildlife habitat areas. According to the plan, improvements in 

these areas will be restricted to those compatible with wild- 

life habitat or cultural resources and those required by 

mining. No sand or gravel permits would be authorized but 

surface occupancy under oil and gas leases would be allowed 

except for ll,10g acres of big horn sheep lambing grounds and 

approximately 40 acres of land adjacent to springs. Addition- 

ally, roads in the ll,1OS acre big horn sheep lambing ground 

would be closed for six months (January 1 - June 30) each year. 

The plan specifically notes that the road closures could impede 

mineral exploration in the area because these lands have high 

mineral potential. However, according to the BMP, development 

"would not be impacted because mining on the approximately 50 

mining claims that currently exist on the lambing grounds, as 

well as the mining of any new deposits which would be dis- 

1 covered, would be allowed." p. 91. The Association is con- 

cerned that it fs not clear whether the RMP unrealistically 

assumes that mining can continue for six months without using 

l aecess roads to the mine site or whether the statement recog- 

nizes the right of a mining claimant to have access to his 

be clarified in the final RMP to provide claims. This should 

that claimants would have year round access to their mining 

claims located within the lambing grounds. 

General comments 

I. The RMP does not take a definite stand on management of 

the WSAS not recommended for wilderness. At p. ii of the 

RMP it states that "[a]reas reviewed by Congress but not 

added to the National Wilderness Preservation System would 

be managed in accordance with other applicable guidance 

provided by this P~MP." Later in the RMP, under Item 

No. 18 on p. 80, it states that lands recommended as 

unsuitable for wilderness preservation would "eventually" 

be released from further wilderness consideration and 

returned to multiple use management or other uses indicat- 

ed in the RMP. For those WSAs not recommended for wilder- 

ness and that are not included in a Special Management 

Area, Priority Wildlife Habitat Area or Area of Critical 

Environmental Concern, the RMP lacks guidance for future 

land management. The Association's position is that those 

WSA lands not recommended for wilderness or other special 

use areas be i~mediately returned to multiple use manage- 

ment. 

2. The RMP states that, under the preferred alternative plan 

being recommended, only 4% of the BLM managed lands would 

he recommended for wilderness designation, p. 22. The 

Arizona Mining Association believes this figure is very 

deceiving in that it seems to dcwnplay the large number of 

lands in the ¥uma District withdrawn from mining or on 

which future restrictions on mining can be expected. In 

addition to the 51,510 acres proposed for wilderness, the 

RMP also proposes to transfer 980 acres to the USFWS for 

wilderness, 5,280 acres will be withdrawn under an Area of 

Critical Environmental Concern, 4,110 acres of USFWS 

3 

4 

adminisfered land have been recommended for wilderness and 

there currently exists 275,000 acres within the district 

that are subject to Bureau of Reclamation withdrawals. 

These figures add up to a total of 336,880 acres which 

comprises approximately 28t of the total (1.2 million 

acres) public lands administered within the Yuma District. 

In addition to these withdrawals, there are 426,425 acres 

of land, including cultural resource sites, scenic area, 

lands managed under special restrictions and priority 

wildlife habitat areas, on which there will be land 

management restrictions. Although the RMP provides that 

mining will be permitted in these latter areas it is quite 

likely, as a practical matter, that approval of plans of 

operations will be more difficult to obtain without 

numerous and perhaps onerous restrictions being placed 

upon the mine operator. The total of the withdrawn lands 

and the restricted use lands within the Yuma District 

equals 763,305 acres, or approximately 64% of the total 

land administered by the District. 

In table 4-I on p. 81 of the RMP it provides that mining 

is an unauthorized activity within cultural resource 

sites. This is true only for those proposed cultural 

resources sites presently subject to withdrawals. Howev- 

er, the RMP states that 8 0 0  acres of the 6,800 acres 

proposed for cultural resource sites will continue to be 

available to mining. Therefore, the reference to mining 

as an unauthorized activity on p. 81 should either be 

deleted or it should be explained that only mining in 

withdrawal areas is prohibited, except for valid rights 

acquired in the withdrawn areas prior to the date of 

withdrawal. 

The RMP is deficient in not reviewing the appropriateness 

of the 275,000 acres of land within the district that is 

presently subject to Bureau of Reclamation withdrawals. 

According to the Federal Land Policy and Management Act 

(FLPMA), the Secretary of the Interior is to develop land 

use plans for all public lands regardless of whether the 

lands previously have been withdrawn. FLPMA, ~ 202(a). 

Additionally, there is inadequate consideration given in 

the RMP to the combined effect of the Bureau of Reclama- 

tion withdrawals and those additional withdrawals proposed 

in the KMP. 

Arizona." Miner.._a~ Storehous~ 

Arizona is a mineral storehouse and plays a significant 

role of meeting the nation's mineral needs. For many years, 

Arizona has been the premier metal producing state in the 

nation, and Arizona's mining industry produces two-thlrds of 

the nation's newly mined copper, one-quarter of the nation's 

molybdenum, one-fifth of the nation's silver and over one-tenth 

of the nation's gold. 

Not only is Arizona the mainstay of the nation's mineral 

storehouse now, it also will he relied upon heavily in the 

future to provide a large portion of the United States' copper, 

molybdenum, silver and gold. The U.S. Bureau of Mines has 

reported that Arizona contains 85% of the United States' copper 

reserves and 20% of its molybdenum reserves, as forecast well 

into the 21st century. As a result, the state will play a 

significant role of meeting the nation's mineral and energy 

independence goals in the future and it is expected that mining 

will continue to be a prominent force in the future growth of 

the state's economy. However, discovery and development of 

many of these resources is dependent upon access to federally- 

controlled lands (70% of the state) where these minerals often 

occur. And unfortunately, minerals in Arizona have seldom 

received serious or timely consideration in land use planning. 

A large number of small past producing mines and mineral 

prospects have occurred in or near the wilderness study areas 

considered in the Yuma District Draft RMP/EIS. A common 

exploration technique for copper, gold and silver has been in 
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use for the past three decades: evaluation of areas of high 

concentrations of small mines and prospects. Op to this time, 

all major copper ore bodies in Arizona, except for ASARCO's 

Sacatun Mine near Case Grands, reflect the results of thorough 

and sometimes deep exploration of areas where mineralization in 

numerous small mines were already known to exist. In some 

instances, old mining districts hold a high probability of 

having a deep huried "heart" of copper ore somewhere within or 

near them. The same criteria has and is being utilized in 

exploring for major gold and silver deposits. 

Recent technological breakthroughs in the processing of 

low-grade gold and silver ore through particle agglomeration 

and heap leaching have made these methods attractive alterna- 

tives for many small gold and silver deposits and prospects. 

some low-grade gold and silver ores, old mine dumps and tail- 

ings previously regarded as uneconomic can be profitably 

developed using agglomeration pre-treatment and heap leaching. 

This is the process whereby clay and silt size particles are 

made to adhere to larger particles or made to accumulate into 

larger particles hy the addition of moisture and usually a 

cementing agent through the application of some form of mecban- 

ieal action. Cost comparisons with conventional processes show 

agglomeration and heap leaching to have a lower capital cost, a 

lower operating cost and a significantly lower discounted cash 

flow rate of return (DCF-POR) than most other previously 

considered extraction processes for small mines and mineral 

prmspects. 

Beyond distinct economic advantages, gold and/or silver 

agglomeration and heap leaching require less lead time for 

production, offer gremter design flexibility and have major 

environmental advantages. These and other attributes of the 

processes have been confirmed by r~pid acceptance and uti- 

lization of agglomeration and heap leaching throughout the 

united States' precious metal mining industry. 

projects that can be undertaken by both large companies and 

small groups of entrepreneurs in the near future, 

Arizona Mineral occurrences within the Yuma SLM Districts 

Base and Precious Metals (Figure l) 

Arizona ranks second in the nation in the annual produc- 

tion of silver and fourth in the annual production of gold. 

The major economic development and cultural growth which 

occurred in Arizona since the Gadsden Purchase of 1853 and 

since it became a territory in 1863 can he directly attributed 

largely to the natural wealth of mineral resources, especially 

gold and silver, that abound in the state. It was the discov- 

ery of placer gold deposits, beginning in 1857, along the Lower 

Colorado River within the BLM's Yuma District, that attracted 

prospectors to the Arizona region in large nmnbers. It started 

with the Gila City placers about 20 miles east of Yuma a,d a 

series of gold ~ich placers that were located north of Yuma 

between IS61 and 1864. About the same time, gold placers were 

discovered near Lynx Creek and at Weaver and Rich Hill in 

Yavapai County. Mining operations also began in 1863 at the 

rich gold deposit of the Vulture Mine which started the town of 

Wickenhurg. 

Due to the meteoric rise in the price of gold and silver 

since Ig78 a numDer of gold and silver mines have reopened in 

Arizona. Most notable gold deposit is the Congress Mine 

operated by Congress Consolidated Gold Mines in Yavapai County. 

Additional small past-producing gold mines are expected to 

reopen as a more favorable economic climate develops. The 

mineral community is excited by the recent information that a 

large low-grade gold deposit has been identified 15 miles 

northwest of Phoenix, As a result, exploration activity is 

expected to increase in this area for this type of qold depos- 

it. The Association realizes that the dropping price of gold 

and silver substantially impact on this exploration and 

Most of the high-grade deposits of gold and silver in the 

western united States were mined out by the 193gs. Thus, when 

the price of gold dramatically increased in the mid-197ds, the 

industry sought methods of economically developing lower grade 

deposits and reproeesslng tailings from mills which treated 

higher grade ores. Heap leaching of these materials using 

cyanide and a lixiviant gained wide acceptance in the industry 

and proved, at least in some cases, to be a viable alternative 

to conventional milling and agitation leaching. 

Most of the testwork which led the mining industry to use 

heap leaching was done by the U.S. Bureau of Mines at its 

Metallurgical Research Center in Reno, Nevada. The first major 

full-scale use of heap leaching of gold ore began in 1977 at 

the Smokey Valley Mine in Round Mountain, Nevada. Following 

Smokey Valley's example, a number of smaller gold-silver heap 

leach operations were initiated in the late 19?0s mostly in 

Nevada and Arizona. More than half of these projects proved to 

be economic failures, due to poor metal recovery resulting from 

permeability problems in the ore heaps. As a result, the U.S. 

Bureau of Mines began research in 1978 to improve and sustain 

heap leach ore permeability. These efforts resulted in the 

development of the ne__ww particle agglomeration pre-treatment 

technology. 

Precious metal producers in the United States quickly 

recognized the merits of aqglomeratio, pre-treatment for heap 

leaching. In addition to a number of smaller operations, the 

process has been successfully applied by Tombstone Exploration, 

Inc. at their silver mine in Tombstone, Arizona. This was a 

past producer IState of the Maine Mine) that is similar in size 

to many of those gold and silver mines within and immediately 

surrounding the Yuma District. AS a result of the above 

developing technology, the Arizona Mining Association believes 

that many of the past producing small mines and mi.eral pros- 

pects in the ¥uma District may be economically viable mining 
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development potential. However, this is a short lived phenome- 

na and when prices recover exploration activity will increase. 

A number of silver mines also have reopened in Arizona 

since 1978 and many other mines with significant past produc- 

tion are being re-evaluated. ReGent reopened mi.es include 

Gunslinger, McCracken, Silver Cross, Contention, Blue Top, 

State of Maine and Ash Peak. 

Figure 1 shows the occurrence of base and precious metals 

(gold, silver, copper, lead, and zinc} production in Arizona. 

As can he ascertained from the figure, there is a specific 

I mineral belt in which these deposits occur. A major concern of 

~hbe Arizona Mining Association is that these restrictions will 

not allow the systematic evaluation of subsurface resources 

within the TUma District. With a number of recent gold and 

silver discoveries and mine developments occurring near the 

California-Arizona border such as the Picacho, Potholes, 

Fortuna, Mesquite and Cargo gold deposits and the silver 

deposits of Sheep Tanks a,d the Silver District near the 

Imperial National Wildlife Refuge, the Association believes we 

can ill afford to withdraw or restrict these lands prior to a 

thorough mineral evaluation. AS Joe Wilkins, Jr. of St. Joe 

American Corporation states in his treatise on The Distribution 

of Sold- and Silver-bearing Deposits in the Basin and Range 

Provlncet Western United States, "the overall spatial and 

temporal distribution of (gold and silver) deposits within the 

Mohave Block (the area in which the Yuma BLM district occurs) 

may not represent an absence of mineralization or an inadequacy 

of other geologic contents, but may be artificially induced by 

the vast tracts of lands withdrawn from mineral entry." (See 

Figures 2 and 3, and Table l.} 

Crossman Peak 5-7B (See Figures i t 4 t 5, 6 e ?t and 8) 

crossman Peak, Swansea, Gibraltar Mountain, Cactus Plain 

and East Cactus Plain all occur within or adjacent to the 

Whipple - Rawhide - Buckskin - Moon Mountain - Plamosa 
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extensional terrane which contains numerous copper and gold 

occurrences, mines with historic production and ongoing deposit 

definition. Crossman Peak is known to host lode base and 

precious metal occurrences; tungsten and copper occur in panned 

stream sediment samples in concentrations up to approximately 

1000 ppm. The Swansea area comprises numerous Cu, Ag ± Au 

mines hosted by regionally extensive structures which control 

mineralization and which are considered to be prospective sites 

for future discovery. 

In the western one-half of Section 19, TI4N, RI8W a fairly 

strong vein occurs striking N45~E, dipping 45"NW in which a 

drift was driven for approximately 100 feet. TWO samples cut 

across the vein for 1.5 feet and 5 feet. and assayed 0.66% 

copper, 0.015 ounces per ton gold, and 2.70 opt silver and 

0.02% copper, 0.25% lead, 0.05% zinc, 0.005 opt gold and 

0.60 opt silver. This quartz vein ranges from 3 ft. to 1O ft. 

in width. Mineralization consists of pyrite, galena and 

copper. 

In addition, numerous mining companies have ongoing 

reconnaissance programs covering the area encompassing Crossman 

Peak WSA because their research indicates that the area is in a 

geologically favorable setting that can contain mineral depos- 

its that are potentially economic. Two areas in particular 

show substantial possibilities for gold, silver, lead and 

copper mineralization as shown on Figure 7. 

The Association recommends that this area be removed from 

further consideration for wilderness due to its significant 

mineral potential. 

Gibraltar Mountain 5-12 [See Figures i t 4 r 5f 5~ 9 and 13) 

Section 34, TISN, R]nW contains the old Mamon Mine and 

respective workings. The area has significant potential for 

copper and gold deposits. 

Many mining companies have examined several properties 

which are located within a radius of five miles to the north- 

west, including the Carnation, Billy Mack, Rio Vista, and 

Capilano mines. Mineralization as noted is in the form of 

chrysocolla and specularlto together with traces of gold and 

silver. Assays range in value from .53% to 5.50% copper. 

Chrysocolla and traces of silver may be seen along faults 

within the Paleozolc - Mesozoic limestones at the old Rio Vista 

mine roughly one and one-half miles northwest of the WSA in 

Section 26, TION, RI9W. There are several other old mines (6) 

from two to four miles north of the WSA. The ore deposits 

consist of small, pockety bodies with chrysocmila, malachite 

and specularite with which flaky gold sometimes is associated. 

Figures 4, 5 and 6 indicate the presence of iron, copper 

and gold mineralization. 

The Association recommends that this area be removed from 

further consideration for wilderness due to its significant 

mineral potential in the northern portion of the WSA and due to 

the small size of the parcel after excluding the high mineral 

potential area. 

Cactus Plain 5-14 A/B and East Cactus Plain 5-17 (See Figures 

I 1 4 r 5 t 6 ,  10 ,  I I  a n d  13) 

The area has shows of iron, beryllium, copper and gold as 

indicated on Figures 4, 5 and 6. It also scours within 

Arizona's highly mineralization precious metal zone. However, 

due to the paucity of outcrops a thorough evaluation of this 

WSA could not be conducted. 

This area, located to the north of Bmuse, shows numerous 

old workings which were prospected for gold. Work carried out 

by member company geologists on the Little Butte Gold Mines 

property indicated potential for a significant tonnage of 

mineralized material grading up to .09 opt Au. 

At this time, the Association cannot take a firm position 

on these units. Additional studies will be necessary. 

Swansea 5-15A (See Figures if 41 5 r 6, 12 and 13) 

This WSA has excellent mineral potential with many expo- 

sures of mineralization including gold, copper, lead, zinc and 

silver. 

This area has definite mineral possibilities. It is 

bordered to the southeast by the Swansea Mine, to the southwest 

by the Planet Mine, to the northwest by the Mineral Hill Mine, 

and to the north by the Cleopatra and Green Dragon Mines. The 

Swansea, Plant, and Mineral Hill properties have all produced 

significant amounts of copper, and their extensions into the 

proposed wilderness area present several prime exploration 

targets. 

At the Mineral Hill Mine property right on the northeast 

edge of the WSA, there exists fairly extensive and widespread 

oxide copper and specularite mineralization. A few years ago 

this ore was partially mined and leached in large tanks which 

still exist at the mine. 

On the southeast edge of the WSA the old Swansea mine is 

apparent. It still has some future potential as a producer. 

The Swansea shafts are within one and one-half miles of the WSA 

boundary. 

On the east side of the WSA in Sections 16 and 21, TION, 

RISW an old existing road crosses the width of the WSA. 

A member company currently holds valid Federal unpatented 

lode mining claims in Sections 5 and 8, TION, RI6W entirely 

within the Swansea 5-15A Wilderness Study Area. They have done 

exteflsive exploration work in this area for the past 18 months 

and will probably correlate additional work in 1985. In 

addition, the mining company holds other varied claims in 

Sections 5 and 7, T]SN, RI6W. and in Sections i, 2, iI, 12. 

TIGN, RI7W immediately west of the proposed Wilderness Study 

Area. 

Figure 12 shows the zones of excellent mineral potential 

within and contiguous to the unit. Figures 4, 5 and 6 also 

show the occurrence of substantial mineral potential. 

The Association recommends that this area be removed from 

further consideration for wilderness due to its substantial 

mineral potential. 

Tri@o Mountains 5-23B and South Trigs Mountains 5-23A (See 

Figures I r 4 r 5, 6, 14 t 15 and 17] 

The Trigs Mountains WSA is located north of the well 

defined Silver District, including the Clip, Black Rock and Red 

Cloud historic producers. Extensive drilling programs in the 

early 1970s outlined open pittable reserves in excess of 

5 million tons with an average approximate grade of 4 opt Ag 

and significant flourite, barite, lead and zinc. The 

mineralization occurs along the contact between Tertiary 

volcanic rocks and basement metamorphic rocks. The structures 

which control the mineralization trend north-south into the WSA 

where similar geologic environments prevail making this ground 

prospective for mineral development. 

Gulf and Western Resources conducted a substantial amount 

of work in the Silver Mining District near the east boundary of 

the Trigs Mountains study area where Gulf and Western developed 

a significant tonnage of open pittable material with low-grade 

silver, and lead values along the mineralized vein outcrop 

crossing the Black Rock, Pacific, Red Cloud, and Silver Glance 

claims. Published data on this development lists 6,000,000 

tons at an average grade of 4.5 opt ag, along with values in 

barium, lead, and zinc. 
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Under better economic conditions the Silver Mining Dis- 

trict could develop into an important deposit which would 

conflict with the wilderness study boundaries. There also is 

potential for other important deposits to be developed within 

the study area. 

At the Black Rock mine on the northeast boundary of unit 

5-23A the vein materi~l, which strikes southwest-northeast, and 

dips southeast, varies in width from 6 ft. to i0 ft. This 

strike should trend across the WSA. One sample taken by him 

assayed 6.5 opt silver and 0,15% lead. 

Reportedly an average of 16 samples at the Black Rock mine 

workings was 7 opt silver and 4% lead. The main ledge strikes 

northwest and dips northeast. 

A~ the Red Cloud mine, also adjacent to the northeast 

boundary of the MSA the ore vein trends north 15 ~ east and dips 

45 ° to 55 ° to the east. It was up to 25 feet wide. Assays of 

ore from the vein averaged from 8 to 13.5 opt silver and 0.20% 

to 1.30% lead. There was a shaft at the Red Cloud mine 450 

feet deep. 

Figures 4, 5 and 6 show substantial mineral potential 

occurring within the two WSAS. Figures 14 and 15 ~Iso show a 

large number of old mines end prospects and zones of h~gh 

mineral potential. The Arizona Mining Association recommends 

deletion of these two units (Trigo Mountains 5-23B and South 

Trigo Mountains 5-23A) from further wilderness consideration 

due to their significant mineral potential. 

Eofa Unit 3 5-31 and ~ofa Unit 4 553 (See Figures 16 and 17) 

The Arizona Mining Association believes that these two 

WSAs are t o o  small to be seriously considered for wilderness 

designation. They are substantially below the 5,000 acre 

minimum. We therefore recommend that they be deleted from 

further consideration in the ELM wilderness inventory program. 

Mu@~ins Mountains 5-53A (See Fi@ures 1~ 4, 5, 6 and 18) 

The Muggins Mountains unit has significant potential for 

stratahound uranium deposits, especially on the eastern and 

central portions of the unit. 

The Mugglns Mountains lie on the b o r d e r  of a regionally 

extensive terrane of basement metamorphlcs and tertiary 

volcanlcs cut by extensional faults known to host significant 

gold reserves further %o the west in California. The Muggins 

contain and are adjacent to significant U, AU, and copper 

occurrences with some past production and are considered 

prospective mostly on the basis of their geologic coherency 

with torrents hosting large open pitiable gold deposits to the 

west. 

The Arizona Mining Association recommends that this unit 

be deleted from further consideration for wilderness desig- 

nation. 

Me appreciate the opportunity to submit our written 

comments on the Yuma District Draft Resource Management Plan 

and Wilderness Environmental Impact Statement. 

~ t a t e  ~ a . ~  ~ g F a r ~ !  

April 1+ 1985 

Mr. J. D~In Snell 
District Manager, Yuma Dix~rlct 
United States Bureau of Land 
Ms.tomcat 

Post o f f i c e  S ~  5680 
Yu~, Arizona 85364-O697 

D~Z Mr. Snell: 

This ds to  confirm fo r  the  record the Land Department 's  ¢o~en~s  on the  
Yu~ Dis~rict Resource Management Plan and Enviro~ent~l lmpact Stat~en~ 
that were d i scussad  i n  our  several meetings on the Plm*. 

The hand Departm~t is wilting to transfer to BLM m~st or eli of the 
State sections that you have identified f o r  acquisition. There are 
several parcels we ~ y  want to retain for possible future development. 
and we wdIl discuss the speodflos with you during a follow-up meeting, 
which we will try to schedule with you sometime ~rlthln the next several 
months. 

We are interested in a c q u i r i n g  most of ~he public lands in your proposed 
disposal areas, and will plan to identify these lands in that meeting. 

Our only reques t  for  s i g n i f i c a n t  m o d i f i c a t i o n  of the Plan r e l a t e s  to the 
P t t t s b u r g  Point  a rea  and the dssue of re ten tdon  .and ~ n a g ~ e n t  of  l ands  
occupied by reerea tdon concess ions  or  l e a s e s .  As you know, we want to 
a cqu i r e  about 1150 acres  in  the Pitt@burg Poin t  a rea  a t  Lake gavasu Ci ty  
tha~ are currently under lo119-te~ lease to the State parks Board and its 
sublessees and concessionaires, We ask that the Preferred Alternative 
be modif ied to  provide  fo r  t r a n s f e r  o f  t h i s  l and  to the StaEe. 

We appreeLate the  opportuni~y to  review thds comprehensive p lanning  docu- 
ment, and look forward to completing the land ~ehange transacti~s that 
%rlll be of significant ~tu~l benefice to the ~nsgement objectives of 

~ ~ w o  agen s. 

a e an ~ ss  oner 

co:  Arizona S ta t e  Clear inghouse  
170D West Washington Se t t e r ,  Room 505 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

~ri,..a @ 
. L , . !  

.a~el .*um~ ,ea~ wts~ *o*.s ,,AT, LANe ~..,U,OHZa 

April 17, 1985 

Mr. J. De.in Snell 
Manager, Yuma District 
United States Bureau of 
Land Management 

Post Office Box 5680 
Yu~, Arizona 85364-0697 

Dear Mr. Snell: 

This is to eupplemen= our April 1, 1985 letter, a copy of which is attached, 
which co~ested on the Yuma District Resource Management Plan and ~vlr~- 
mental Impact Statement. 

We have ~ d e  a f u r t h e r  review of d i s p o s a l  a r eas  in  p r epa ra t i on  fo r  our 
meeting with you and your staff, to get our land exchange program underway 
in  your D i s t r i c t .  We want to sugges t  t ha t  you r econs ide r  your proposal  to  
dispose of the BLM lands in disposal area D-9. ~"~e BLH lands in this area 
are nearly surrounded by 6 State sections, which were acquired from BLM in 
the 1969-1970 period, a~ a time when the Planet To.slit was being proposed 
for development on the adjacent private lands. 

The State selected these sections In the co.on school indemnity Ideu selec- 
tion program, to be ready to capitalize on the Planet Townsfte development. 
AS you know, the Planet To~slte Plan has been abandoned sad the clip of 
Scottsdale has purchased the water rights for transfer to the Phoenix 
Me~ropolltsn Area. There does not appear to be any good reason far the 
State to retain its o~ershlp in To~shlp 11 Nor¢h, Range 16 West. We, 
therefore, want to make the following additional co~ent on the Resource 
Management Plan. 

We want you to include the following State lands for 
a e q u i s i t f o n  in the Plan: 

TIIN~ RISW 

NE&SE4 of Sec. 2, Sections 4+ 8, I0, 14, 22 

and N2; N282 of See, 26. 
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Mr. J. De.In Snell 
April 17, 1985 
Page Two 

1 We plan co include ~bese State la~ds In  our pac~ge 
of sca~ered school ~ec~tons we wan~ to trade to 
BLMIn your  D~s~rict, 

T h i s  ~ y  change your  I n t e n t i o R  to des ignate  ~he BIk4 lauds ~n 8-9 fo r  d i s -  

State  L ~ d  C o ~ l s s £ o u e r  

czc:fg 

A~tached - Letter 
co: Mr. J~es E. May 

Havasu Resource Area 
Bureau of L ~ d  Ma~g~en~ 
3189 Sweetwater  Avenue 
Lake ~avasu City. Arlzo~ 86403 

1-" 
DESERT TORTOISE COUNCIL ~ 

~' 5319 Cerritos 
Long Beach. Calif. 

90805 

April 15, 1985 

J. Darwin Snell 
District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Yuma District 
P.O. BOX 5680 
Yuma, Arizona 85364-0697 

Dear Mr. Snell~ 

The Desert Tortoise Council regards the Yuma District of 
the Bureau of Land Management as a valuable resource for 
fish and wildlife. We support the concept of a resource 
management plan as a tool to balance competing resource 
demands while protecting and sustaining wildlife values. 
Unfortunately, none of the alternatives presented in the 
Draft Resource Management Plan and Enviro~ental Impact 
Statement fulfills that Concept. 

The developmen~ of a successful resource management plan 
requires that detailed information on the current status 
of the resources involved be acquired prior to the planning 
process. Without this knowledge, any management decision 
is based on speculation and cannot be considered valid. 
From the information provided in the draft RMF it appears 
that the Yuma District has spent a qreat deal of time and 
manpower in obtaining information on developed recreation 
use and need, livestock grazing, mining claims, agricultural 
development, and cultural resources. Very little information 
is provided on wildlife values. AS a result the wildlife 
resources will continue to decline primarily from habitat 
degradation. Multiple use activities will continue on BLM 
lands without adequate compensation for wildlife resource 
impacts because little or no biological data exist. In 
other cases, non-permitted activities are responsible for 
wildlife resource declines because BLM does not have the 
ability (manpower) to enforce its o%rn regulations. 

BLM recognizes the desert tortoise as a special status species 
yet fails in any of the six alternatives to provide direction 
for protection or enhancement of the tortoise and its habitat. 

I The habitat of desert bighorn sheep, another special status 
desert-dowelling species, was addressed in the RMP and much 

i of its crucial habitat has been proposed for some degree 
of protection through designation of priority wildlife habitat 

Desert tortoise populations in the Colorado and Mohave Deserts 
are highly fragmented due to agriculture, road construction, 
off-road vehicle use, grazing, utility corridors and other 
human-related activities which alter or destroy their habitat. 
Nhile these are valid uses of federal lands, they must be 
balanced with the habitat needs of the species. Adequate 
protection for remaining tortoise populations within the Yuma 
District cannot be accomplished when there is no attempt to 
evaluate available data or to Collect information in areas 
where none exists. 

We reco~end that the yuma District office contact the Desert 
Tortoise Council. California Department of Fish and Game, and 
Arizona Game and Fish Department to discuss the status of 
tortoise populations within their boundaries. Based on the 
existing information, Bid should designate priorlty wildllfe 
habitat areas for special management consideration of 
the desert tortoise. The Council will be happy to assist 
BLM in determining locations of cruci~l desert tortoise 
habitats within the Yuma District. For areas where no 
data exist, BLM should conduct su~eys of all Y~a District 
land with potential desert tortoise habitat to obtain 
this information. Within the next few years this information 
should be i,corporated into a revised RMP and additional 
priority wildlife habitat areas should be designated for 
the desert tortoise. 

Certain restrictions on multiple use activities should apply 
in all priority wildlife habitat areas including those for 
the desert tortoise and bigl~rn sheep. 

~. Vehicle use should be restricted to designated 
roads and ways. 

2. No ephen~ra or seasonal grazing use should be 
permitted. ~ 

3. These areas should be withdrawn from mineral 
entry, and energy development and exploration 
should be restricted to a no surface occupancy 
classification. 

4. Developed recreation or long-term visitor use 
should be prohibited. 

1 Because BLM has presented little data on the status of the 
desert tortoise in the Y~a District, the potential impacts 
from implementation of any of the six alternatives discussed 
in the draft RMP-EIS cannot he adequately addressed. Consequent- 
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I y, BLM is required under CEO regulations to provide a worst 

case scenaKio of these impacts. We believe BLM has not 
complied CEQ's requirements; therefore, with the environmental 
consequences of each alternative as it may impact the desert 
tortoise need to be rewritten as a worst case scenario. 

Our specific comments on the draft F3dP with regard to the 
desert tortoise and its habitat include the following: 

-Page 9, Rangeland Monitoring - Monitoring of 
livestock utilization should be done for ephemeral 
vegetation as well as perennial species. Because 
a majority of desert tortoise diet is ephemeral 
vegetation, it is critical to their survival 
that adequate quantities and varieties of annuals 

i are available for foraging as well as seed production 
3 for future Please provide detailed information years. 

on how ephemeral forage utilization will be restored. 

I -Page 12, Energy an~inerals Program - He are 
interested in the i t of stipulations that are is 
routinely included in mineral developments and 
energy plans. 1 -Pages 14-15, Special Management Areas - Milpitas 
Wash should he managed as an ACEC or similar 
resource protection designation. This action 
would be consistent with the BLM's Desert District 
which has recognized the outstandin~ wildlife 
values of this area. 

l 400 course and Ehrenberg Sand Bowl. BLM fails 
to define what an existing road or trail is, 
whether a wash is considered a road or trail, 
and how a new road created by unauthorized off- 
road vehicle riding will be categorized, and 
how this ORV designation will be implemented 
and enforced. The DTC supports an ORV use for 
the entire yuma District which is limited to 
designated roads and trailS. Therefore, we are 
opposed to the designation of two proposed competitive 
use ONV areas. Implementation of management 
and monitoring plans for past ORV races along 
the Parker 408 course have been lax or non-existent. 

the destruction of wildlife and vegetation, increased 
soil erosion and air pollution which results 
from their activities, some of this degradation 
occurs adjacent to an area reco~ended for wilderness 
designation. 
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m _Page 134_138, Mitigation Measures -~e o mitigation 
desert tortoise ar isted, with measures for the 

the exception of utility road closu s to the 
public. We would be happy to meet with you to 
develop additional mitigation for the desert 
t o r t o i s e .  

• | -Page ]48, Action 9, Monitoring and Evaluation - 

i 
According to the draft RMP the intervals and 
standards for the monitoring plan will not be 
developed until the final RHP or Record of Decision. 
This monitoring plan is part of the description 
of each alternative and Should have been included 
in Chapter 2 for the six alternatives. By waiting 
to publish the monitorinq plan in the final RHP 
or Record of Decision, the public will not have 
the same opportunity to review and com~*ent on 
it as they have the rest of the proposed actions 
and impacts in the draft RMP. 

-Pages 193-214, Appendix B, Affected Environment - 
Please include citations with shy data that are 
presented on locations or densities of desert 
tortoises in wilderness study areas. 

I -Page 248, Appendix E - Please note that the desert 
tortoise is protected in California and is a 
Candidate 2 species according to the Fish and 
Wildlife Service. 

In summary, the draft RMP and EIS fails to recognize the 
special wildlife values within the Yuma District, to balance 
multiple use and sustained yeild with protection of important 
desert biological habitats, and to adquately describe the 
impacts to the desert tortoise and its habitat from implementation 
of any of the six alternatives. 

Thank you for the opportunity to co~ent on this document. 

Sincerely, 

enio ~-c airm n 5 r C h a 

DCP/ms 

269 
L ~  ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY UNITED STATES 

REmONIX 
E 1E Fremont Street 

San Francisco, Ca. 94105 
APRI ~ Ig85 

d. Darwin Snell, District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
yuma District Office 
P.O. Box 5680 
Sums, Arizona 85364-0697 

Dear Mr. Snell: 

The Environmental Protection Agency (SPA) has reviewed 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) titled YUMA 
DISTRICT RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN] YGMA, LA PAZ AND MOSAVB 
COUNTIES, ARIZONA AND SAN BERNARDINO, RIVERSIDE AND IMPERIAL 
COUNTIES, CALIFORNIA. We have the enclosed comments regarding 
t h i s  DEIS. 

We have c l ass iE ied  t h i s  DEIS as Category EC-2, Env i ronmenta l  
Concerns - I n S u f f i c i e n t  I n f o r m a t i o n  (see a t tached "Summary of  
Rat ing D e f i n i t i o n s  and Fol low-Up A c t i o n ' ) .  This DEIS i s  ra ted  
SC-2 because= 1) c l a r i f i c a t i o n  of  Wilderness Study Areas (WSA) 
des igna t i on  c r i t e r i a  i s  requested, 2) water  resources and a i r  
q u a l i t y  issues need to  be addressed, and 3) p o t e n t i a l  p e s t i c i d e  
use w i t h i n  the resource area should be d iscussed,  The 
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  and date of BPA's comments w i l l  be pub l ished 
i n  the Federal  Reg is te r  in  accordance w i t h  our  p u b l i c  d i s c l o s u r e  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  Gnder Sect ion 309 of  the Clean A i r  Ac t .  

We appreciate the opportunity to review this DEIS. Please 
send five copies of the Final EnVironmental Impact Statement 
(FEIS) to this o~fice at the same time it is officially 
filed with our washington, D.C. office. If you have any 
questions, please contact Patrick J. Cotter, Federal Activities 
Branch, at [415) 974-0948 or FTS 454-8948. 

Sincerely yours, 

Enclosure (4 pages) 
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General Comments 

Establishment of wilderness areas can benefit other 
resource and environmental values such as water quality and 
air quality° Designation of suitable land as "wilderness 
areas" tends to be environmentally preferable since it often 
affords a greater level of envlronmental protection. Accordingly, 
we have the following specific comments about the wilderness 
selection criteria in the DEIS. 

I. The rationale for the Bureau of Land Management's "nonsuitable" 
declaration of Wilderness Study Areas (WSA) is unclear. 
The specific WSAS include Cactus Plain, East Cactus Plain, 
Kofa Unit 3, Kofa Unit 4 and the Muggins Mountains. 

a. The FEIS should contain detailed maps of active and 
potential mineral claims, either metallic, nonmetallic, 
oll and gas, or geothermal, that preclude suitable 
declarations in the WSAs. ELM should discuss tee 
the number of active mining claims In each WSA° 

b. Areas where ORE use is substantial within a WSA should 
also be included on the maps and in the dlsclosure of 
nonsultable areas. 

c. The description of Alternatives C and D present arguments 
for suitable areas that are potentially manageable under 
BLM's authority. The FEES should identify the criteria 
used to select suitable wilderness area in the Preferred 
Alternative (54,230 acres) versus Alternative C (73,045 
acres), the Balanced Production Alternative, and 
Alternative D (144,935 acres), the Balanced Protection 
Alternative (p. 23). 

2. BLM should disclose the Criteria used to consider SMAs 
separate from WSAs when the two areas are contiguous or 
subsections of a larger area. Map 7 shows that the 
following Special Management Areas (SMA) and WSAs either 
border or overlap each other: 

a. Crossman Peak (NA-I and 5-7B), 
b. Whipple Mountain (NA-3 and 5-10), 
c. The Mesa (NA-4) and Gibraltar Mountains (NA-5 and 

5-12), 
d. Banded Canyon (NA-d), Planet Peak (NA-7) and Swansea 

(5-15A), 
e° Cactus Plain (NA-S, NA-eA, NA-EB, 5-14A/B and 5-17), 
f. Big Marlas (MA-10 and 5-191, 
~[ Trlgo Mountains (5-23A and 5-23B}, and 

Muggins Mountains (NA-13, NA-13A and 5-5EA). 

EPA recommends that BLM give every consideration to WSAs 
that border National Wildlife Refuges, National Wildlife 
Management Areas or other WSAs. 
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The FEIS should fully explain the management techniques 
that will be used in SMAS such as national scenic areas, 
scenic corridors, areas of critical environmental concern, 
outstanding natural areas and natural resource experiment 
and research areas listed in Table 2-1 (p. 15). This 
discussion should address maintenance of water quality 
and mitigation measures to prevent potentially significant 
environmental impacts. 

ELM should ensure that Environmental Assessments (EA) 
will be prepared for the following activities within the 
resource area: 

a. Rights of way for utility corridors and communication 
sites, 

b. Energy and mineral resourceB development, and 
c. ORV use and associated activities in the Parker 400 

desert race. 

These EAs should assess environmental impacts on a site 
specific basis. A~sessment criteria should be identical 
to those incorporated In the FNIG including but not limited 
to water quality, air quality, wildlife, WGAs, range 
resources, vegetation and irreparable site degradation. 

Table 2-I is misleading. The total acreage listed at the 
bottom of the table is not equal to the "yes" designations 
under any of the slx alternatives. This should be clarified 
in the FEIS. 

The FEIS should state improvements which are necessary 
on the Ganado and Nlne Mile ranges and give a plan for 
making these improvements (p. 57-58). It should also 
cl~rlfy when grazlng is allowed on ranges designated 
perennial or ephemeral. 

Water Guallt~ Comments 

]. The FEIS should provide baseline information and a detailed 
map of water resources within the resource area. The 
discussion should address management plans and mitigation 
measures to protect water quality of: 

a. Springs and wells, 
b. Ponds and reservoirs, 
Co Perennial streams and hydrographic basins, and 
d, Riparian communities° 

2. The FEIG should disclose the percentage oE riparian 
acreage that the 25,000 acres of riparian vegetation 
represents for the resource area (p. 13). Effective 
mitigation should be proposed to protect and enhance 
riparian zones, wilderness areas and water resources in 
the resource area. Management oE grazing, CRY use and 
energy or mineral resource development should be considered 
in the mitigation plan. 
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A i r  Quality C o g e n t  

I The FEIS should provide baseline information for existing 
air quality in the resource erda because all references to 
existing air quality are qualitative {pp. 51 and 80). This 
information will serve as background data for subsequent EAS 
that will be produced for individual actions within the 
resource area. 

Pesticide and Herbicide Co~ents 

Chapter 4 of the DEIS titled "Environmental Consequences," 
lists several activities that potentially employ pesticides 
to some degree. EPA recommends that the FEIS discuss potential 
pesticide usage for recreation, range and wildlife management 
:lass. The following areas should be addresed where appropriate. 

I. li pesticide or herbicide use is proposed, the FEIS 
should show that the compound is: 

a. Registered with EPA, 
b. Registered for the specifically proposed use, 
c. Marked with a current label, 
d. Applied by a certified applicator or by personnel under 

the direct supervision of a certified applicator, 
e. Used in  accordance with all state and federal laws, and 
f. Applied in such a way that precautions are taken to 

protect workers during the o p e r a t i o n .  

2. The SEIS should discuss the use of pesticides or herbicides 
in relation to the following topics: 

a. Cattle-dlp treatment, 
b* Fire prevention programs, 
c. Predator control programs, 
d. Wood preservative treatment for fences, 
e. Vegetatlon control near roads and rlght-of-way corridors, 

and 
f. Control of disease vectors such as fleas. 

3. The PEIS should address the following considerations for 
the safe use of pesticides or herbicides in the project 
area: 

a. Provisions for mixing, storing, ioadlng and disposal 
of pesticides or herbicides, 

b. Spill prevention contingency plans (SPCP), 
o. Adverse effects on nontarget species, 
d. Applicator safety and prespraylng notification procedures, 
e. Impacts on aquatic resources, 
f. Current status of the pesticide or herbicide to be used, 

and 
g. Alternative means of achieving des i red  management goals. 

S~I4A~ C~ K~Ta~G ~'£kT~OSS ~ D  ~L~OH-~ ACtiON* 

~nvtzcl~ental I q ~ c t  of U~ Action 

u>-isck of ~ ] e c t i o m  
The ~A mavlea has not identified an I potent in l  envlzon~ntal impacts r ~ i r t h g  
subetantlve t h a ~  to the proposal. The z~cie~ may beve diSClOSed opportunities 
for application of mit igat ion measures that could be acom@linbed with no more than 
~nor c~e to the propceal. 

EC--Encironmental Concerns 
The ~2A ~ l e a  has identified envircmmental impacts that should be atoided in order 
to fully protect the envlron~ent. Oot~ivs measures may require changes to the 
preferr~ alternatl%~ or a~l lcat lon of mitigation measuxts that can reduce the 
envimmmmntal m~oa~. ~A would l ike to work with the lead agency to reduce these 
i~pac~. 

EO---Enviroamental Objections 
~A r~Jiew has i~n t i I i ed  significant environwental impacts that must be avoided 

in order to provide adequate protectic~ for the envlrc~m~nt. Corrective measures may 
require su~stantlal changes to the preferred altezratlve or conslberaticm ol 
other project alternative (including the no action alternative or a new altermative). 
EPA intends to wOrk with the lead agency to reduce thes~ impacts. 

ED--Emvlrcrmental Iy Unsatisfactory 
~ne EPA review has i~entitied au~erse environmental i~pacts that are of suffleinnt 
magnltt~ that ~@y ar~ unsatlsfa~oKy Zro~ the stmnd~oint of public health or 
~Ifaze or environmental quality. EPA intense to work with the lead agency to reduce 
these Impa~. If the potsntial ~z~tinfac~ory impacts are not corrected at the fi~l 
£1S stage, this pzopesal will be room~enbed for referral to the CB~. 

Aee~ac Z of the ~ c t  Stats~nt  

Cate~o~ 1--~e~uate 
~A believes the ~ralt EIS a~tely sets forth the enviro~mnt~l im~a~[s) of 
t~e preferred alternative ano t~ of t he  alternatives reasona~y available t o  t he  
p,~lect or action. NO fu~r analysis or beta collection is necessary, ~t the 
reviewer may su~t the additlon of clarifying language or information. 

Cat~ ~=-I~suffinient Inlo~mation 
The ora i t  EIS uces not O~tain sut f in inn t  Im~ormatinn for ~A to lully ass~s~ 
envire~mental i~oacts that sbeuld be avoided in order to fully protect the environment, 
or the ~A revi~,~r has identified new reas~ly available alternati~s that are 
within t~e spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft SIS, ~nlth cOUld reduce 
the environmental impacts of the action. ~he identliled additional infor~mti~, data, 
analyses, or Oiscusslon should be i rx : luded in the final EIS. 

catego~ f ~--i,mieVmt. 
~A ~oes not believe that the dralt SiS adequately assesses potentially significant 
environmental b~pacts of the action, or the EPA re~ie~r has i~ntified new, 
msasonably available alternative that ar~ outside of the s~ec~rum of alternatives 
analyze[ in  the draft EIS, ~th shoulfl be analyzed in  order to re~ku~ the 
potentially slgnifinant envircumntal i ~ .  ~A believes that the identified 
~dl t ional  Infomlatlcm, data, analymes, o r  discussions are of such a magnitude that 
t~ey shou ld  have full p u b l i c  re~le~ at a draft stage. ~PA ~oes not believe that the 
d~aft EIS is ade~a~ far ~ p~,poles of the ~A a~r Section 3O9 zevi~, ~nd 
thus ~ be ~o~lalAy ~ i s l d  and made a~alisble for public oml~nt in a m~Anlemm~tal 
or revised draft EYe. on thl ~sin of the potential significant ~ Involv~, 
t b ~  ~ could ~ a ¢~ndtda~ fo r  r~ fer ra l  to the ~ 0 .  

*Pzol: ~ A  ~ 1640 Policy and ~ fo r  the ~ t e v  of 
F ~ ,e r a l  ~ t t ~ - t ~  Imna~tin~ t he  ~ n v i r o n ~ n t  

I " " I 
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FlagstaffKOA 

A p r i l  15, 1985 

Planning Coordinator 
Yuma District Offices 
3150 Winsor Ave. 
Yuma, Ariz. 85365 

Dear Sir: 

It is my understanding that you are in the process of 
accepting comments concerning Long Term Visitor Areas along 
the Colorado River, therefore, I'd like to provide these 
rodents for your consideration. 

For a number of years, various agencies that are responsible 
for controls of vast areas of public land have been 
attempting to develop better methods of fee structures and 
reduction of facilities. This would enable them to reduce 
malntenence costs or place themselves in a better financial 
position to maintain existing facilities. In some cases, 
legislation has enabled agencies to increase fees to a more 
reasonable rate. Again this year, that action is repeating 
itself in Washington, D.C. and there have been reams of 
correspondence written concerning Government competition 
with the private sector. 

The deserts of Arizona and California are attracting many 
winter visitors who take pride in finding a cheap or even 
free place to squat, and I'm sure that this gives the BLM 
many headaches as the numbers increase. 

Your Bureau has recently established the $25 permit policy 
in an effort to help control the situation. The S25, in my 
opinion, is nothing less than insulting to both the user and 
to me as a private entrepreneur. I'm sure that charging $I0 

a day would not have been any more insulting to many of 
those campers than charging the $25 for the 6 month permit. 

The small permit fee however, does encourage them to stay on 
BLM land at taxpayers expense as opposed to staying in a 
private campground at the going rate. By staying in a 
private park, they would be contributing to the economy 
rather than to be a liability to it. 

I realize that the growth of these visitors has been greater 
than the development of private camps and I would he very 
cautious about investing in a private development anywhere 
in the area because of the inequity in the competition of 
this BLM program. Freeloaders are attracted to the area for 
obvious reasons. I would welcome the opportunity to host 
any number of these people in my establishment but it would 
need to be at the usual rate as I am obligated to meet 
minumum requirements and pay the usual taxes. I would hope 
to enjoy a sm~ll profit after paying the mortgage. 

More consideration should be given to methods of controlling 
the BLM guests. 

Close coordination with the private sector through 
concessions might be an answer. 

Fencing may be another alternative. 

Thank you for considering these comments. 

Sin r e ~  

3938 W. Northview 
Phoenix, Ariz. 85021 
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'qIVEq~IDE coun[.~ 

'~Lannine DEPAqCmEn[ 
M~:ZSI5 
A p r i l  t7 ,  1955 

2 

Uni ted  States Depar tment  o f  t h e  Ynteriur 
Bureau o f  Laud Managment 
YU~ District Office 
Post O f f i c e  Box S680 
Y u ~ ,  Ar izona  8536~-0697 
Al to :  P l a n n i n g  T e ~  1~ade r  

C e n t i m e s :  

This  l e t t e r  i s  In  r esponse  to your  r e q u e s t  f o r  our  r ~ i e w  and c ~ e n t s  on t h e  
dr~ft Resource Mausg~ent Plan (~) and E~viro~ental Impact Sta t~en t  (EIS) 
for the YU~ District planning area. We have revle~d the Riverside County 
Comprehensive ~ e n e t a l  P lan  t o  i d e n t i f y  e x i s t i n g  and proposed d ~ e l o I ~ e n t ,  
resources of  value to tke County and e n v i r o ~ e a t a l  ~ z a r d s  which ~ y  s~fltct 
~qth  the  ~ P . '  Our s ~ e n t s  on t h e  adequacy o£ t h e  SIS a r e  p r ~ i d e d  below. I We 
hope you w i l l  address  t h e s e  concerns  i n  the  ~ a ~  Env i ronmen ta l  Impact  Repe r t  
(FEIR). 

We have identified a number of resources ulthin Riverside County whlck ~y he 
adversely Impacted by the P~P.' We feel that the FEIR nkould mere adequately 
address  t h e s e  y o t e n t i d l  p t o b l ~  a r e a s .  Adverse impacts  may occur  to 
agricultural, recreational, and wildlife resources, and these are described in 
more d e t a i l  below, 

Proposed u t i l i t y  c o r r i d o r  US-7 ( I n t e r s t a t e  tO) a n d u t i l i t y  c o r r i d o r  DC-8 ( P a l s  
V e r d e - D ~ e r s )  go th rough  pr ime faz~nlaed and s t a t e w i d e  ~ p e r t a n t  f a rmland  
{County of  Rivers ide  Comprehensive General Plan (COP), p 382). 

The cons t ruc t io~  o f  p i pe l i nes ,  po~ r  and u t i l i t y  l i nes  edth accompanying 
t o ~ r s ,  access  roads ,  g e n e r a t o r s ,  o r  s u b s t a t i o n s  cou ld  r e s u l t  i n  l o s s  of  
v a l u a b l e  a g r i c u l t u r a l  l a u d . '  C o n s t ~ c t i o n  of t h i s  kled could c r e a t e  b a r r i e r s  
tkat dlv£de f i e l d s  and interfere u i t h  the efflclency of agricultural 
ac t i v i t i e s . '  Road cons t ruc t i on  could r esu l t ,  to sho r t - t e rm  ~m~acts f rom d u s t  
production on sensitive crops in adjacent fields. These concerns need to be 
addressed  in the FEIR. 

number o f  ~ l d l i f e  spec i e s  in R i v e r s i d e  County ~ y  be a d v e r s e l y  idpec ted  by 
the  proposed P;de (COP, p . '  388).' The ~MP u y  r e s u l t  in h a k i t a t  d e s t r u c t i o n  or  
o t h e r  adver se  impacts  o f  h u ~ u  a c t i v i t y ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  o f f - r o a d  v e h i c l e  use .  
The wildlife species which ~y be adversely affected are: the State Rare an d 
F e d e r a l l y  Endangered Yuma Clapper R a i l  ( R a l l u s  L o n g i r o s t r t s  Yumanee ie ) ;  t he  
S t a t e  ~ d a n g e r e d  Elf o~1 ( i~[c ra thene  ~Itneyi); the S t a t e  R~ro California 
Ye l l o~B i l l nd  Cuckoo (Coecy~s ~ e r t c a a u s  O c c i d e n t e d i s ) ;  and the Desert 
B i g h o ~  Sheep (Owls Caaadeus i s  R e l s o n l ) . '  The p o t e n t i a l  adve r se  ~mpaets of  t h e  
gMP on t h e s e  v i l d l l f e  spec i e s  should  be addressed  more fully l u  the  TEIR.' 

4080 LEMON STREET, 9'" FLOOR 46-209 OASIS STREE~ ROOM 304 
RIVERSIDE, CALIFORNIA 92501.3657 INDIO, CALIFORNIA 92201 
~714) 787-6181 (619) 342-8277 

J There  a r e  a l s o  p o t e n t i a l  adve r se  impac ts  ~o r e c r e a t i ~ a l  r e s o u r c e s  a long  the 
Colorado R i v e r .  V i ~ a l  aud a s i d e  impac ts  to County r e c r ~ t i o n s l  a r e a s  cou ld  
result fr~ a d j a c e n t  recreational a c t i v i t i e s  suck as o f f  road v o k i c l e  
o p e r a t i o n  i n  l aud  oovernd by ~ P .  V i s i t o r  o v e r i l o w  f r ~  r e c r e a t i o n a l  a r ~ s  i n  
the  Y ~  D l e t r i o ~  p l a n n t n  E a r c s  cou ld  a l s o  ~ s c t  R i v e r s i d e  County Parks ,  
Tnese ~ o t e o t i a l  adve r se  Impacts need t u k e  addressed  t u  t h e  FE~R.' Parks  in 
R i v e r s i d e  County ~ t c k  ~ y  be a f f e c t e d  a r e  M ~ l e r  Park ,  EELers D e c k ~ t e r ,  
Goose F l a t  and ~ y f l o v e r  Park  (CGP, p.  2127. In a d d i t i o n ,  t k o r e  a r e  t~ 
bicycle routes ',#hick may be affected, a Class I hlke path (ktkes only) 
adJaeen~ to E i g h t y  95 and a Class I I  b i k e  l a n o  { d e l i s e e t e d  l a n e  ~thin a road  
r ~ h t  of  ~ y )  a long  the r i v o r ,  ( ~ P ,  p. 2 ~ ) , '  The R i v e r s i d e  C~unty Parka  
D e p a r m e n t  should  be c o n ~ l t e d  on t h e s e  ~ t t e r s .  A c o o r d i n a t e d  p l a n n i n g  
e f f o r t  he tueen  you and the County Park~ D e p a r ~ e n t  to  p rov ide  r e c r e a t i o n a l  
o p p o r t u n i t i e s  a l o n g  t h e  Colorado R i v e r  may b e n e f i t  a l l  concerned and yon ~ y  
wish  ~o ~ r s u e  ~ c k  a cou r se .  

We hope t h a t  t he se  comments prove u s e f u l  in your  preparation of  t h e  PEIR.' 

Very t r u l y  y o u r s ,  

RlVZRSIDE C O ~  PLA~NO DZPAR~Z~rr 
Roger S .  a t t e s t e r ,  Planning D i r e c t o r  

dd,..,sjc "'T:7'? ....... El/O ..... 
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A p r i l  18, 1985 

Yuma g l s t r i c t  eLM 

P.O. Box 5 6 8 0  

Yuma, A2 B53~4 

Regarding: Eilderness r ecommenda t i on  

We wou ld  l i ke  t o  l ea rn  mope abou t  t he  BLM's  r ecommenda t i ons  f o r  

wilderness designations in APt;one. Twenty years ago we lived in 

Yuma and en joyed  many t r i p s  i n t o  t he  su r round ing  a res .  Ee 

experienced the solitude and unique habltats the close by 

muuntalns oPfer. During visits in the last years we saw the 

t r e m e n d o u s  p o p u l a t i o n  i n o P e a a e  I n  e n d  a r o u n d  ~uma w i t h  v i s i b l e  

signs of p r e s s u r e  to the natural a n d  recreational resources. I t  

i s  v e r y  i m p o r t a n t  t o  p r o t e c t  t h e  a r e a s  w h i c h  s t i l l  o f f e r  t h e  

Pee l i ng  of wilderness f o r  f u t u r e  gene ra t i ons .  

P l e a s e  l e t  u s  know how we c a n  paPttctpate i n  t h e  r a t e  o f  t h e  

spec tacu la r  w i l d  coun t r y  we have  t n  k r i =ona .  Ue wou ld  appreciate 

more inPormation a b o u t  t h e  p r o p o s e d  # i l d e r n e s s  areas a n d  why  

areas like Swansea, Trigs Mountains, Muffles Mountains and the 

E a s t  C a c t u s  P l a i n  w e r e  n o t  i n c l u d e d  i n t o  f h e  w i l d e r n e s s  

p r o p o s a l .  We u r g e  y o u  t o  r e c o n s i d e r  t h e s e  a r e a s  

Sincerely, 

V i n c e n t  a n d  g a r h a P a  Ro th  

?oerdL N?- ~S~ 

308 

J, DeA'NAn Snullp District ~e~ 
D~reau of ~ Nanngement 
P,D. BOX 5680 
Yuaa, Arikon~ 

Dew }~. Snell, 

I have reviewed the Yuea DistriQt RMP a~d EIS and would like 
to offer %he folloxln~ comments. I ~ ~o~x~ that ~hese eonments are 
late, hut I learned of the R~ only recently, 

A. Yu~ Desert 

Teds area is ~Decial for me. I have edaired and visited this emea 
often. It Is a sidle klnd of desert with few plants or animals. But 
this is what makes it attractive. I enjoy .alking this dese~A~, eupeo~ally 
i n  t h e  ~ r i r ~  when one can  f i n d  ~ o w e r s  such a s  ~ v e r o n a ,  deser~  
lilyl and prlm~ose. 

I have never seen a ~at-tailed hamued llza~d or a ~ food plant 
(at least in the Yu~a Desert), hut I'd like %a think %h~t I will someday. 
B u t  ~ e s s  s t ops  ~ e  t a k e n  ~o p r e s e r v e  t h i s  a r e a  - -  a s  a s I ~ o ~  ~ s a e n t  
area or  a n  A~ -- I m~y not get the c ~ n c e .  

D. gug~ins ~ountalns 

Yesterday I went hiking in the Mu~ins Nountains WSA, I st~ed in 
Ru~ins Pash and hL~ed up to the %ass of K1othas Temple. If any e.Tea 
deeezves wilderness status, thls is it. The e~ea £s oh~r~cterite~ by 
d e e p l y  c u t  washes l i n e d  w i t h  h l o o ~ i n g  ~ o  v e e d e s  ~ a c a c i a s .  Thwer ing  
above the w&nkes are th~ rocky peaks of the mountains themselves. 0nee 
beyond t h e  mOUth of Mu~ns Wash, X e~w no evidence of people. Please 
recommend this a~ea ~ wilderness, 

0,  Utility Corridor UC-'~ 

Thls corridor cuts throngh the ~o~a Hatlonul ~ildlifa Ee~et dlstu~hlng 
wildlife ~nd deg~ing visual %uedlty in this e~ency-en~orsed .ikderness 
study are~. Another corridor is availnkle (along Inker~taed 10) ~hlch 
c o u l d  be used i n s t e a d  o f  t h e  Kofa  r o u t e ,  ~ s t r o n g l y  r e c o ~ e ~  t h a t  t h e  
DO-~ corridor be closed and that future ~werllnes, p£pulines ~ etc. be 
r o u t e d  a l o n ~  ~ n t e r s t a t e  10 .  

R ~ e = ~ r  
Xum~ Audubon Society 
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! ~ i i  NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 
W~mNOmN.~ C rOSeS 

• , . . .  APR 1~ 1~5 

Mr. Dennis Turowsht 
Planning Team Leader 
Bureau of Land Hanagement 
Yuma D is t r i c t  Office 
POSt Office BOX 5680 
Yuma, Arizona 85634 

Dear Hr. Turowsht: 

In response to the request from J. Darwin Snell to the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission we have reviewed the Yuma Oist r tc t  Resource Management Plan 
and Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Our review was directed 
Co whefher the action described in fhe draf t  EI.$ Involved matters within 
our jur isd ic t ion by law or special expertise or had any potentiaJ impact 
on ~flC licensed fac i i | t i es .  

Our comments are related to the Pa}o Verde-Devers 5OO kV Transmission 
Llne which crosses BLM Yuma Dis t r ic t  lands along u t l i i t y  corridor 
designated as UC-8 Jn Map g of the EIS. We have the responsibility for 
assessing the environmental impacts related to construction and operation 
of fransmlsston lines as part of the licensing revtew process for the 
Palo Verde Guclear Generating Station. 

I The preferred alternative for the resource management {pg. t3) plan and 
alfernattve E (pg, 35) indicate that u t i l i t y  rights-of-way access roads 
wi l l  he closed to publiCunderentry, otherE° mention is madealternativesOf l imi t ing public 
entry fo access roads the management although 
l imi t ing Off Goad Vehicle [ORV) use is discussed. Clarif ication is 
needed to more clearly define which alternatives would require closing 

~of u t i l i t y  access roads. 

I The preferred al ternat ive does not include a discussion of impacts 
2 associated with ORV use of u t i l i t y  access roads and rights-of-way. A 

discussion of expected impacts of ORV use of these roads should be 
included parf tcular ly  as related to w i l d l i f e  populations, vegetation 
and erosion potential.  

Hr. Dennis Turowski -2- 
APR 16 E~5 

Please contacf Hr, Edwin O. Pentecost {iTS 492-8099) i f  you have any 
questions concerning our comments. Thank you for fhe opportunity to 
review fhe draft document. 

Sincerely, 

Jam P. Knt , Acting Director 
Ol fneertng 
gffJce of Euclear Geactor Re9u]ation 
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F~SH AND WILDLIFE ~R~qC~ 

Ecological Eervlces 
~ ; t . '  . [ ~]~ 293~ W. Fair .use Avenue 

Phoenix. Arizona g5017 

April 22, Ig85 

TO: Distr ict Manager, Bureau o f  Land Management, ¥~s Distr ict  Office, 

F r ~ :  ~leld S u p e r v i s o r  

Subject: Draft ¥ ~ a  District Re.arcs Manage~nt Plan ~d Enviro~ental 
Impact Statement 

We h~e r e v i e w e d  t h e  D r a f t  Y~a D is t r i c t  Kesource Manaqement P l ~  ~ d  ~mviron- 
mental impact Statement ~d offer the followlng ~ents for your ~nsidera- 
tics. 

Ac~rdlng to the Federal Land ~oll~Y and Hanage~nt ACt of 19~6, Bit4 is re- 
quired t o  ~sge t h e  r e s o u r c e s  ~ p u b l i c  l ~ d  f o r  m u l t i p l e  ~ e  ~ d  ~ s t a i n e d  
yield. ~nis Legislation aL~o  dlotates that p~bllc l ~ d  b e  m a n a g e d  / n  a m a n n e r  
that w i l l  p r o t e c t  t h e  quality of t h e  scientific, s c e n i c ,  historical. ~ l ~ l -  
cal, enviro~ental, air and at~osp~erlc, water resources, and arch~01ogloal 
values, ~ d  that wlll provide ¢oo~ and habitat f o r  f i s h  a n d  wil~llfm. 

After r e v i e w i n g  t h e  s i x  a l t e r n a t i v e s  ( i n c l u d i n g  t h e  E r e [ e r r e d  a l t e r n a t i v e l  
presented in the Draft RMP-EIS, it appears that they all fall to co~Iy with 

concerning ~nage~nt  of wLldlLte re~urces. We believe that ~ l t l p l e  
use and sustained yield o f  wildlife re~urces ~uld be provided by a co~ina- 
tton o f  a l t e r n a t i v e  D ,  bal~ced protection, ~ d  mite:native E, re~urce pro- 
tectlon, with ~ o d i f i c a t i ~ s .  Alternative D shoul~ be implemented for Land 
Gwnermhlp Adjustments, ~rma t ton  Management in FlOOdplsins, CUltural 
R e . u r g e s ,  N a t u r a l  A ~ e ~  ~ d  F e a t u r e s ,  A u t h o r i z e s  G r a z i n g  U ~  o n  P s t e n n i a l  
AllotBents, ~d Wilderness; ~ l t e r n a t i v e  E should be i~pl~nted for CO~un£ca- 
t i c s  S i t e s ,  Graslng u s e  o n  Ephemeral ~ l l o t m e n t s ,  ~d Off-Road V e h i c l e  U s e .  I n  
a d d i t i o n ~  p r i o r i t y  w i l d l i f e  ~ e a s  s h o u l d  b e  e x p a . d e d  f rom t h e  r i p a r i ~  a n d  
bighorn s h e e p  a r e a s  d e s c r i b e d  in a l t e r n a t i v e  D t o  e n c o ~ a s s  h a b i t a t  of a l l  
atate- l is ted species ~ n l c h  ~ c u ~  within t h e  Y~a Dls tc ic t 's  boundaries includ- 
ing t h e  f l a t - t a i l e d  horned l i z a r d ,  f ~ l n q e - t ~  lisard, d e s e r t  t o r t o i s e ,  ~ d  
r a ~ o r b ~ k  sucker. If t h e s e  areas a~e to provide for sustained yield of the~ 
diminishing w i l d l i f e  s p e c i e s  and their habitats, ~ b e l i e ~  the following 
s p e c i o l  manacJe~nt stlpolations shou1~ be included, 

I .  V e h i c l e  u s e  ehould be r e s t r i c t e d  t o  designated r o a d s  ~ d  t r a i l s ~  

- - - A V e _ _  

, - h v ~ _ _  

2. No g r a z i n g  s h o u l d  b e  a u t h o r i z e d :  
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3 .  No s u r f a c e  ~ c u p ~ c y  f o r  i d n e r a l  ~ d  e n e r g y  e x p l o r a t i ~  o r  d e v m l o p l a n t ,  
u t i l i t y  c o r r i d o r s  a n d  ~ u n i c s t i e n  s i t e s ,  o r  r e c r e a t i ~  d e v e l o l m e n t m  should 
be per.itted ~less complete ~mgensstion for wildlife tenures t~p~ts will 
b e  p r o v i d e d .  

F o r  a l l  a l t e r n a t i v e s  p r e s e n t e d ,  t h e r e  a r e  t ~  n ~ o r  o m i s s i o n s  e¢om t h e  d o c u -  
~ n t :  1) r e f e r e n c e s  to i n v e n t o r i e s  o f  r e ~ u r c e s  ~ d  p u b l i s h e d  l i t e r a t u r e ,  ~ d  
2} d e s c r t p t i ~  o f  t h e  ~ n l t o r l n g  p r c g r ~ .  L i t t l e  w i l d l i f e  i n f o r m a t i ~  i s  p ¢ ~  
v i d e d  ~ n c e r n i n g  s p e c i e s  l~atlonm w i t h i n  t h e  Y ~  D i s t r L c t  o r  pOl~lat i~ 
status. We consider t h i s  a 1 a i D S  f l a w  Ln t h e  d e v e l o F m e n t  of t h i s  r e ~ u r ~  
s ~ a g e ~ n t  p l ~ .  Much I n ~ o r m a t l o n  on  w i l d l i f e  1 o u a t i ~ s  ~ d  s t a t u s  i s  a v a i l -  
able fr~ the state g~ ~d tlsh agencies. Znfor=ati~ that is lacking 
s h o u l d  b e  o b t a i n e d  a l  ~ n  a s  p o s s i b l e  ~ d  i n ~ r p o r a t e d  i n t o  t h e  d r a f t  
RMP-EIS.  I f  t h e S e  d a t a  a r e  ~ t  a d e q u a t e  t o  d e t e ¢ = i ~  w i l d l i f e  r e ~ u r ~  s t a t u s ,  
~ h e n  ~ b e l i e v e  3rJ4 s h o u l d  c o m p l y  wLth  t h e  COUnCil  ~ E n v i r ~ n t a l  Q u a l i t y ' s  
r e g u l a t i o n s  which r e q u i r e  t h a t  a ~ r s t  c a ~  e n v l r o ~ n t a l  ~ a l y s i m  m u s t  b e  
a s s ~ d  a n d  p r e s s n t e d .  

So ~ n i t o r t a 9  p r o q r ~  i s  d e l c r i b e d  I n  t h e  d o c ~ e n t .  T h e  p a r p o ~  o f  a ~ i t o r -  
lng pcogr~ Ls to deta i l  h ~  BL~ w i l l  determine whether m E f ~ t i ~  re lo l~ tL~  
o f  t h e  p l a n t e d  i s s u e s  ~ d  I c h i e v ~ n t  o f  t h e  d e s i r e d  r e s u l t s  h a s  ~ o u r r e d .  a 
~nitortag p l ~  is part of the m i t iga t i~  ~ Ich  Is usually incl~ed in the 
d e s c d p t l ~  o f  e a c h  o f  t h e  alternatives. T h e  i n t e r v a l s  ~ d  s t a n d a r d s  f o r  s ( m -  
S t o r i n g  s h o u l d  h a ~  b e e n  i n c l u d e d  i n  t h e  DEZB f o r  p U b l i c  r e v i w  and ~ n t .  
I f  i t  i s  ~ t  i n c l u d e d  u n t i l  t h e  f i n a l  E I S  o r  Re~Ord o f  D ~ L s l O n  ( p a g e  1 4 B ) ,  
t h i s  p r e l u d e s  t h e  p u b l i c  f r o ~  ¢ o ~ e n t i n g  ~ t h e  a d e q u a c y  of the ~ n i t o r l n g  
plan. We s u g g e l t  thst ~ addend~ to t h e  DBIS ~ich ~ntainm t h e  aonltorlng 
p l ~  be  r e l e a s e d  f o r  p u b l i c  r e v i ~  p r i o r  t o  r e l e a H  o f  t h e  f i n a l  h I S .  

S p e c i f i c  c o m e n t  s 

page 3, Special Manage~nt Areas - What restr ict ions on uses would be lmple- 
~ n t e d  a n d  e n f o r c e d  w i t h  t h e  d e s i g n a t i o n  o f  ~ a~ea o f  c r l t i c a l  e n -  
v i ro~en t~  ~ncecn, ¢ e s e a ¢ c h  natural a r e s ,  outst~ding natural area, 
or ~enlc area? 

P a q e  7 ,  R e c o e a t i o n  - T h e  i d e a  o~ a DLM R a n g e r  F o r c e  t o  m a n a g e  ~ d  e n f o r c e  
visitors r e c r e a t l ~  use is ~ ~ c e l l e n t  I d e a .  I t  s h o u l d  b e  e x p ~ d e d  
t o  i n c l u d e  e n f o t ~ n t  o t h e r  ~ t i v i t i e m  s u c h  ~ t r e s p a s s  use, w~ 
cOllecting, ~d cultural r e ~ u r c e  p z o t ~ t i o n .  

-205- 
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Threstened, ~ndangered ,  and sensitive Species S l b i t a t  - Federal lain 
p r o v i d e ,  for  t h e  ~ n s e r v a t l ~  o f  f e d e r a l l y - l i s t e d  t h r e a t e n e d  and en -  
d ~ g e z e d  w L l d l l f s  s p e c i e s  as ~ 1 1  as t hose  a p p l e s  p roposed  for L i s t -  
i n g .  

G~axin 9 Adminlstretion, p a r a g r a p h  i - F r ~  t h e  £nfoslatl~ p r e s e n t e d  
I t  appears  aS ~ O ~ h  B ~  canno t  ~ k e  ~ y  changes in a g r a z i n g  p e r m i t  
fo~ 10 y e l l s  even i f  r ~ g e  ~ n d l t l o n s  ch~ge. The p e r l l t t e e ,  ho~ 
e v e r ,  has  the  option o~ r e q u e s t i n g  a change i n  g s a l ~ g  use. We 
b e l i e v e  BI~ should  have  t h e  same o p t i o n .  I f  r ~ g e  ~ n d i t i ~  or  t r e n d  
d e c l i n e  d u r i n g  t h i s  10-year  p e r i o d ,  BLM should r e q u i r e  ~ d  enforce  s 
do~vs~d edJust~nt i n  livest~k allocatlon. 

Rangel~d Monltoting - How often w111 ~nltoring data be collected on 
esch pastucs o~ each allotMnt? we rsoomsnd t h a t  t h i s  be ~onetat 
l e a s t  thr~ t l ~ s  d u r i n g  t he  y e a r :  f i r s t ,  before  l i v e s t ~ k  a re  u rn  ed 
out to grase~ s e ~ n d ,  a p p r o x l ~ t e i y  1/3  t o  1/2 t h r o u g h  the  p a e t u ~ e ' s  
UlS~ ~ d  ~ h i t d ,  i ~ e d i a t e l y  a ~ t e r  1 1 v e l t ~ k  have been r e ~ v e d  from 
the  p a s t u r e .  

The D315 says  that ad jus tmen t s  in  livest~k slab@re would o n l y  be 
a u t h o r l s e d  after ] t o  5 y e e r s  of ~ n i t o t i n g  and all c~gelan~ d e v e l -  
opments a~e c o n s t r u c t e d .  T h i s  l m p l l s s  t h a t  ~ i t h e r  I n c r e a s e s  nor 
dec rease s  I n  livestC.uk n ~ l b e r s  can occur u n t i l  t b e ~  ~ d i t i o n s  are 
s e t .  ~ l t h o ~ h  the Lo~r G i l a  ~ o n i t o r i n g  P l ~  M y  c l a r i f y  t hese  p r o -  
cedures~ this doc~nt or r e l e v a n t  p o r t i o n s  of It ~ere not included 
i n  t h e  D~IS. Re luggest that t he  p~[als "~d e l l  r a n g e l ~ n d  d s v e l o p -  
~ n t l  are ~nstructed" be deleted. 

The s t a t e ~ n t  i n  the DEXS s h o u l d  be c h ~ g e d  t o  resd " I n  e d d l t l o n ,  
i n c r e a s e s  in  l i v e s t o c k  n ~ ¢ l  ~ u l d  on ly  be a u t h o ¢ i z e d  w h ~  ~ n i t o r -  
l a g . . . "  Monitoring should  i n c lu d e  e p h s M r a l  ~osage ~ p e r e n n i a i -  
e p h e M r a l  a l l o t ~ n t s  s i n ~  e p ~ e ~ r a l  Eorage when p r e s e n t  Ls g e n e r a l l y  
nose p a l a t a b l e  th~ Perenn ia l  s h r u b s .  AM~'8 for  e l l  a l l o t M n t e  
p a r t i a l l y  or ~ o l e t e l y  w i t h i n  ~he Y~a D i s t r i c t  t h o u ld  be deve loped  
~ d  c i r c u l a t e d  for review t o  811 i n t e r e s t e d  agencies, organilations 
and i n d i v i d u a l s .  Honltorln~ for  p s  a l l ~ , , ~ e n t s  should s t u d y  s e a s o n a l  
1 L v e s t ~ k  use ,  forage  u t i l i z a t i o n ,  t renO ~ d  p r e c i p i t a t i o n  for both 
perenn£aZ ~ d  an n u a l  p l ~ t s .  

T re spas s  ~ b a t e ~ n t  - T h i s  im ~ e x c e l l e n t  p u l i c ~  which should  be 
s t r o n g l y  en fo rced .  We r e c o m n d  t h a t  the last sentence be modlfted 
t o  read • Hey cases of u n a u t h o r i z ~  use w~uld be t e rmina t ed  i ~ e d i -  
etely. • 

RecreatLon p r o ~ r ~ ,  Genera l  - The Last  sen tence  should be changed to 
r ead  "These  p l a n s  ~ u l d  i n c lu d e  p r o v l s l o a s  for  the  a v o i d a n ~  ot ~ y  
resource d e g r a d a t i o n  ~ d  ~ r r e c t l o n  of ~ y  v i s i t o r  use m a n s g e ~ n t  
p r o b l ~  t h a t  o~ur at t hese  e i t e s . "  
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P ~ e  11, F l O o ~ p l a i n s  P r o t e c t i o n  ero~ra~ - E x e c u t i v e  Order 11990 ( ~ t l a n d s  
p[otectlon) should  be a d d r e s s e d .  C o n s u l t a t i o n  and c o o s d i n a t l o n  
should be ~nducted by BLM wlth aPPropriate state, federal, ~d local 
a g e n c i e s ,  i n d i v i d u a l s  ~ d  o r g a n l s s t l o n s  for a l l  l a n d  a c t i o n s  wh i ch  
r e q u i r e  p r e p a r a t i o n  o f  ~ e n v l r c ~ e n t a l  5 o r i e n t  eacspr  fo r  a c t i o n s  
~lich are ~vered under  categorical sxcluslons. B ~ l l  apparent ~l- 
mit~ent to floo~plsln ~nage~nt i s  ~endable ~d should be etrlot- 
ly e n f o ~ o ~ .  

Page 12, Energy ~ d  Minerals p r o g r ~  - Be~oze any explorstic~ or development 
of l e a s a b l e ,  l o o a t e b l e ,  or  s a l a b l e  min e ra l s  on p u b l i c  land I s  
permitted, ~ r e - - e n d  that )~ r e q u i t e  t h a t  a boc~ be p o s t e d  ~ an 
i n c e n t i v e  f o r  t h e  deve loper  t o  use mining  or  e x p l o r a t i o n  t e c h n i q u e s  
that w i l l  r s s u l t  I n  t h e  l e a s t  amount o~ d ~ a g e  t o  t h e  e n v i r o ~ m e n t .  
In ~dditlon, BI~ should i n f o r m  all ~evelopers of salable minerals of 
n e o s s M r y  p e r m i t s  t h e y  may be r e q u i t e d  t o  obtain before  i s s u i n g  t h e  
BL~ p e r m i t ,  T h i s  i n c l u d e s  a Sec t i o n  404 p e r m i t  under  t h e  Clean H a t e r  
~t fro~ the  ~ m y  Corps o f  E n g i n e e r s .  B~4 should a l s o  i n s u r e  t h a t  
t hese  mining o p e r a t i o n s  ~omply w i t h  E x ~ u t i v e  Order 11990, v ~ t l a n d  
p r o t e c t i o n .  

Pages 13-14, I s sue  11 Wildlife Hsbltst - If t h e  goal of the preferred 
a l t e r n a t i v e  i s  t o  balance ~e t l ng  dssande  by p r o v i d i n g  f o r  
d e v e l o ~ e n t  of  needed re~uroes whi le  p r o t e c t i n g  Is~ortsnt and 
s e n s i t i v e  e n v i t ~ n t a l  va lues~  ~ b e l i e v e  t h i s  alternative as 
present~ ~uld not sttsln this goal. App~oxlmatsly 25*000 acres  of 
riparian habitat along t he  L o ~ r  Colorado River  ~ould be ~anaged as  
p r i o r i t y  w i l d l i f e  a r e a s .  This  i s  an e x ~ i l e n t  m a n a g e M n t  goa l  and 
should  be i~plemented aS ~n aS p o s s i b l e .  ~ow~ver, the management 
of r i p a r l ~  areas for  wildliEe habitat appears to be only a 
designation ~ p a p e r .  NO guidelines, ~eetrlotions, or stlpulatLonm 
are  men t ione~  conce rn ing  o t h e r  ~esouroe uses Ln t h i s  c r u c i a l  and 
rapidly disappearing w i l d l i f e  habitat such as  r e c r e a t i o n  
developments, long-term v i s i t o r  usa areas, off-road vehicle use, 
l l n e s a l  and energy e x p l o r a t i o n  or  deve lopment ,  ~ d  l i v e s t ~ k  g r a z i n g .  

These activities me generally ~ t  compatible with continued use of 
area by ~ s t  wildlife s p e c i e s ,  ~11 of t h e s e  activities except 

v e h i c u l a r  access  should  be p r o h i b i t e d  i n  r i p a r i a n  a~eas. V e h i c l e s  
s h o u l d  be sestricted to d e s i g n a t e d  roads and Wayl. 
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The m a n a g e ~ n t  of  ~ v e n  b i g h o r n  sheep ~ e a s  ~ p r i o r i t y  w i l d l i f e  
habitat areas again i s  a positive step toward insuring the ~ n t l n u e d  
e x i s t e n c e  of  t h i s  s t a t e - l i s t e d  ~ l m a l .  Two r e s t r i o t i o n s ,  u t i l i t y  
co,redo[ wid th  and road c l o s u r e s  du r ing  la~bLng season ,  a re  Included 
In the ~agemsnt of this wi ld l i fe  habitat. Additional re~trlctions 
on act lv i t les should be placed ~ these bighorn sheep use a~eas 
i n c l u d i n g  pcohibltion of l l v e s t ~ k  g r a z i n g  e s p ~ c t h l l y  sheep g r a z i n g ,  
s e s t r i c t l ~  of e l l  vehicle u ~  t o  designatad roads  and t r a i l s ,  no 
surf.s occup~cy fo[ energy exploration or develo~nt, ~d mineral 
m i t h d r  a w s l .  

Re p~iority wildlife habitat areas are deslgnat~ for o t h e r  
s t a t e - l i s t e d  endangered ,  t h r e a t e n e d ,  or  r a r e  wildlife or pl~t 
s p e c i e s .  Habitat for  these  species, including t he  fslnge-tosd 
I l z a ~ d ,  d e s e r t  t o~ to i~e  and f i s t - t a i l e d  horned l i z a r d ,  should be 
designated ~ d  managed ~ priority wildlife ~d plant habitat a r e a s  
with similar restrictive ~ listed above. 

Please d e f i n e  the p~rase "existing ~oads and Stalls. ~ DO~S this 
d e s i g n a t i o n  i n c l u d e  o n l y  t h o s e  roads p r e s e n t  b e f o r e  19867 we b e l i e v e  
BLM will find i t  ~re difficult t o  enforce ~ ORV designstlon of 
e x i s t i n g  roads  and t r a i l s  t h r o u g h o u t  t h e  d i s t r i c t  r a t h e r  t h ~  
d e s i g n a t e d  roads  ~ d  t r a i l s .  (~lce a person has  d r i v e n  ac ro s s  the  
d e s e r t ,  h i s  t r a c k s  a re  v i s i b l e  for ~nths~ ~ e t L ~ e s  years, and he 
has created ~ existing trail. Continued violation of this existing 
roads and t r o l l s  policy w i t h o u t  adequa t e  enforce~nt wi l l  e v e n t u a l l y  
r e s u l t  in the fragmentation of w i l d l i f e  hsbltat. Any wash should ~t 
be c o n s i d e r e d  an e x i s t i n g  roed or  t r a i l  u n l e u  i t  l s  bladed or 
r e g u l a r l y  m a i n t a i n e d .  These x e r o r t p a r l ~  a r e a s  in  the  d e s e r t  p r o v i d e  
crucial covet  and food t o t  n ~ r o u s  wi l~ l i fe s p a n i e l ,  

~ r e  unab le  to f i n d  any ~ n s i d e r a t l ~  or  t e e n . e n d e d  aanagemsnt  
g u i d e l i n e s  for u q u a t i c  habitat ~ p r o v e ~ n t  or  ~ i n t s n a n c e .  A ~ct lon 

s ~ u a t l o  habitat management should  be i n c l ~ e d .  

Pages T4-15 r Issue 2, Special Manage~en~ Areas - ~ l y  two of 15 Onl~e Natural 
~ e a s  ~ d  F e a t u r e s  ~ u l d  be d e s i g n a t e d  ~ d e [  the  p r e f e r r e d  
a l t e r n a t i v e .  A l t e r n a t i v e  A~ ~ action, ~uld d e s i g n a t e  s i x  a r e a s .  
We ~ n d e r  ~ y  t h e s e  s i x  a r e a l  ~ r m  ~ t  o a r r i e d  th rough  from the  
HansgeMnt  P r ~ e ~ r k  Plan. k~ny of  the~ areas  i r e  r e o o m e n d e d  fo r  
designation by the State of Arls~a ~ d e r  the Natural ~reas program. 
~ b r e y  Bills has already b~en desfgnat~ unde~ this p r o g r ~ .  

The reason g i v e n  ~o~ n o t  r e ~ n d i u ~  f o r m a l  d e a l g n s t i ~  o f  Cac tus  
Plain is because it would already be ~aged to prater its ~tural 
v a l u e s .  I f  i t  will be managed with t h i s  g o a l ,  plea~ exPlain why 
Cactus Plain ~hould ~t be d e s i g n a t e d .  

6 

I t  i s  u n c l e a r  ~ a t  d e g r H  o f  p r o r a t i o n  ~ u l d  be p r o v i d e d  i f  
s p Q c t a l  ~ a n a g e M n t  ~ e a s  w e  d e l i g n a t l d o  Wt ~OUl d f i n e  no 
r s s t r l o t i o n s  ~ r t c r s s t t ~  d e v e l o p m e n t s  l i v e s t O C k  g r a z i n g ,  R l n e r a l  o r  
energy  e x p l o r a t i o n  or  deve lopment ,  v e h i c u l e r  ~ e a e ,  u t i l i t y  
~ n s t r u c t t o n ,  or o t h e r  types  of  o o n s t : u c t l o n .  

A g a i n ,  t h e  above men t i oned  a c t i v i t i e s  are  g s n e r a l l F  ~ t  o 0 x q p a t l b l e  
w i t h  m a i n t a i n i n g  t h e  c u l t u r a l  or  n a t u r a l  q u a l i t i e s  of  ~ ~ e a  so 
s p e c t h l  ae t o  d e s i g n a t e  i t  a n a t u r a l  scen i c  a rea ,  a rea o f  c r i t i c a l  
e n v l r o ~ n t a l  concern ,  o u t e t ~ d i n g  na tura l  a r e a .  or  n a t u r a l  r e ~ u r c e s  
exper iment  ~ r eMa tCh  a r e a .  C~r r s c o m m n d ~  r e s t r i c t i o n s  i n  
p r i o r i t y  v i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t  e~eas (pa~es 1 ~ d  1 o f  our  Cemen t s )  
s h o u l d  a l s o  a p p l y  t o  t hese  s p e c l a l  ~ n a g m n t  a r e a s .  

Pages ] 4 -16  r Zsmue 3 ,  G a s s i n g  H a n a g e ~ n t  - ~ l e  g o * s i n g  management o b J ~ t l v e m  
o f  l ~ p r o v i n g  e c o l o g i c a l  ~ n d l t i o n s  i n  t hose  areas w i t h  f a i r  ~ ~oo~ 
~ n d i t i c ~  sn~ a a i n t a l n  t h e  condlti~ of  those areas  w i t h  good or  
e x c e l l e n t  condltlon vould benaflt t he  w i l d l i f e  r e sou rce .  We hope 
that BIM will actively pursue  and attaln these obJ~tives as ~ as 
p o s s i b l e .  U n f o r t u n a t e l y ,  i t  appea r s  t h a t  t h i s  w i l l  not  be ~ o ~  
p l i s h e 4  under  t h e  cuc~en t  authorlssd use  and p roposed  management.  
Seasona l  h l c t e a s e s  in  g r e s l n g  use should  ~ t  ~ p e r m i t t e d  to  u ~ t l i s s  
b i g  g a l i c i a  g r a s s .  ~ i s  p e r e n n i a l  g rass  L s a  p r i m a r y  co~oonent  I n  
the stabilfsatlon of thle dune comunlty at La Poaa ~ d  Cactus 
Plains. If the r~ge is properly managed, ~ do not ~derst~d why 
s u p p i e ~ n - t a l  l i v e s t o c k  feedlng WOuld be r e q u i r e d .  I f  t h e r e  i s  
Inadequate palatable forage to l u s t s i n  llvest~k, t he  stocking r a t e  
shou ld  be reduced o [  l i v e s t ~ k  r s l o v e d .  Big g a l l e t a  g r a s s  d i d  me 
e ~ l v e  under  the  g r a s l n g  p r e s su re  o f  l a r g e  u n g u l a t e s .  O n ~  t h i s  
g r a s s  I s  :ew~ved,  e i t h e r  by g ~ a z i n g  or  t r a l p l l n g ,  from a p o r t i o n  of  
the stabilized dune ecosystem, the s o i l  wi l l  ha~e lost i t s  prlmaty 
stabil lslng ~sponent ~d  w i l l  be carried by the wind to adjacent 
stabilized a r e ~  bu ry ing  these  p l a n t s ,  

The RMP l p p l i e s  that t h e  managmnt o b j e c t i v e s  for  t h e  Cac tus  Plain 
asea are i n c r e a s e d  grazing through r anga land  deve lopmen ts  {the types 
of d e v e l o F I e n t s  t h a t  w i l l  permitted should be s p u o i f t h d )  and 
w i l d e r n e s s  u n t i l  Congress  makes its f i n a l  d e t e r m i n a t i o n .  WS assu~e 
that s i n c e  t h i s  I s  a PeA, the r ~ g e l a n d  d e v e l o p s s n t  ~uld be in  
a r c , d a n c e  mlth BLM'S m~ags~nt of thls area as wilderness. W~ al~ 
a s s ~  t h a t  i n c r e a s e d  g r a z i n g  w i l l  o n l y  be p e r s l t t e d  shen  B~4 can  
d e l o n s t r a t s  t h a t  t h i s  ~ t ion  w i l l  not d i m i n l s h t h a  w i l d e r n e s s  v a l u e s  
o f  t h i s  a r e a .  

The objectives of the Nlns-Hile and Gana~o allotments should be to 
maintain good and e x c e l l e n t  r ange l end  c o n d i t i o n s  mlth s t a b l e  or 
ipprovlng trend on at least 67| of the acreage. At 65q BL~ Is 
l~king fo~ a 2% d e c l i n e  i n  r ange  ~ n d l t i o n :  currently 67h im in  good 
~o e x c e l l e n t  c o n d i t i o n .  

-20~ 
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~o i n f o r m a t i o n  i s  p ro v id ed  ~ h ~  t h e  t e n  s p h e ~ r a l  a l l o t ~ n t s  ~ u l d  
be managed - h ~  BLM de te rmines  proper  s t ~ k l n g  r a t e  ~ ephemeral  
f o r a g e .  ~ n i t o r s  ephemera l  u t i l i z a t i o n ,  ~d d e t e r m i n e s  when l i v e s t O C k  
w i l l  be  ¢ e ~ v e d .  This e p h e ~ r a l  forage i s  h i g h  in  protein c o n t e n t ,  
g e n e r a l l y  mote  p a l a t a b l e  than  p e r e n n i a l  s h r u b s ,  ~ d  a ~ c e s s a r y  
coaponest in the d i e t  of ~ y  wildlife s p e c i e s  for a u ~ s s s f u l  
r e p r o d u c t i o n  and s u r v i v a l ,  we b e l i e v e  BI~ should  ~ t  permi t  ~ s s ~ a l  
or e p h ~ e r a l  f o r ag e  u t i l i z a t i o n .  Many d e s e r t  ad ap t ed  w i l d l i f e  
spec ies  b a r e l y  s u r v i v e  d r y  y e a r s  when ephemeral  fo rage  i s  ~ a r c e ;  
t h e y  depend on t h e  s ~ e ~ r l d  f o r a g e  a v a i l a b l e  d u r i n g  wet years to g e t  
them t h r o u g h  the dry years. By p~rmltting a~ditlonal AUMIs vhen 
ep~eral forage i~ present, BLM is ~n~rting the traditional wet 
year to a d r y  y e a r .  P~esulting adverse i~paots to wildlife ~y 
isclude reduced fertility ~d recruitment which .sans reduced 
p u p u l a t  i ~  v i a b i l i t y .  

Pages 16-18 ,  ~ssue 4s b ~ d  Ownersh ip  ~ J u s t m ~ n t s  - The l a n d  a c q u i s i t i o n  p r o -  
p o s a l s  d e s c r i b e d  in the  t e x t  and ~ map 9 t o  b e n e f i t  w i l d l i f e  ~ d  
unique ~tural v a l u e s  is ~ndable. ~owever, these areas should be 
sub j ec t  to  the  a ~  s t i p u l a t i o n s  p r e v i o u s l y  r e - - e n d e d  ~ d e ¢  I s s u e s  I 
~ d  2.  we s u g g es t  t h a t  B ~  acqu lce  ~ l ands  a long  the  lower 
Colorado ~ d  G i l a  R i v e r s .  These r i p a r l ~  ~ s a ~  could  be managed as 
p r i o r i t y  wildlife ~eas with stipulations for habitat proration plus 
p rov id e  b e t t e r  ~ a n a g e ~ n t  w i t h i n  the  f l O O d p l a i n s  of  these  r i v e r s .  
A g r i c u l t u r a l  l ~ d s  t h a t  a re  not  l e a s e d  and a re  w i t h i n  the  f l o o d p l a i n s  
of t h e  Co lo rado  and G i l a  P/Yeas shou ld  be r e v e g e t a t e d  wi th  native 
r i p a r i ~  s p ec i e s  ~ d  ~naged as p r i o r i t y  w i l d l i f e  habitat ~ e a s  wi th  
managements r e s t r i c t i o n s  p r e v i o u s l y  desc r ibed*  

Page 18,  I s sue  5: R i g h t s . f - W a y  f o r  Ut i l i t y  Corr idors  ~ d  C o ~ u n L c a t i o n  
Sites - We do ~t understand why HI~4 is designating utility o o c r l d o c s  
but wLII s t i l l  permit t h e ~  f s c L i L t i e s  t o  be l~ate~ o u t s i d e  these  
c o r r i d o r s .  We b a l i , s  a l l  f u t u r e  f a c i l i t i e s  shou ld  be co n f ined  to  
t hese  ~ r r l ~ o ¢ s .  In a d d i t i o n ,  p l e a ~  n o t e  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  s t i p u l a t i o n s  
fo r  future utillty ~nstruction in the c o r r i d o r s  that are depicted 

t r a v e r s i n g  O.S.  F i s h  ~ d  Wil~llfe Serv loe  r e f u g e s .  O t i l i t y  
~ r r i d o r  CC-3 ( ~ p  8] es  i t  passes  th rough  Havasu H a t l ~ a l  W i l d l i f e  
Refuge w i l l  be r e s t r i c t e d  to 1 /8  mile ~ e i t h e r  s i d e  o f  I n t e r s t a t e  
40.  ~ l i s  inolu~e| ~c~ions 2, 8 an~ 9 of T.15N., R.21W., G & SRM. 
0 t l l l t y  ~ r r l d o r  uc-8  (map 8} s h o u l d  b~ d e l e t e d .  K o f a  H a t i o n a l  
Wildlife Refuge w i l l  ~t permit future utility lines th rough the 
reduge excsph w i t h i n  1/2  m i l e  o f  Eighway 95.  I n s t e a d  ~ r e d . e n d  
that BLM expand the width  of u t i l i t y  c o r r i d o r  UC-7 along Zntezstate 
10 to  1 1 / 2  or  2 mi les  and make t h i s  the  e a s t - v e s t  ~ r r i d o r  th rough  
t h i s  p o r t i o n  o f  t he  ~ a  D t s t : l c t .  

s 

Pages 18-21 ,  I s s u e  6, P~eoreation - The Y ~ a  D l s t r i o t ' s  p r i n c i p a l  
o b j e c t i v e  i s  ~ e t i n g  p u b l i c  r e c r e a t i o n  needs t o  t h e  e x t e n t  
p r a c t i c a l .  Because r e c r e a t i o n  IS such ~ L ~ p o r t a n t  ~ n c e r n ,  
believe BU4 shou]~ develop a recEeati~ activity pl~ or pl~s w h i c h  
i ~ l u d e  d e t a i l e d  r e ~ u r c e  l ~ p a c t  ~ a l y s e s ,  m i t i g a t i o n ,  ~ d  
~ n i t o r i n g ,  and cover all BLM l~ds and their proposed manag~ent for  
the  d u r a t i o n  o f  the  ~ .  These p l a n s  ahoul~ be o i s c u l a t e d  for  p u b l i c  
r ~ i ~  and ~ n t ,  TO d a t e ,  BU4 h a s  been g ¢ ~ i n g  L o n g - t e ~  l e a s e s  
t o  p r i v a t e  i n d i v i d u a l s ,  c o m p l i e s  ~ d  public a~anc ies  ~ a case  by 
case b a s i s .  This p i e r , e e l  approach t o  r e c r e a t l ~  management does 
not  p ro v id e  f o r  long- te rm p l a n i n g  ~ r  does i t  ad d re s s  the  
c ~ u l a t i v e  i ~ p a o t s  of  ~hat  heJ a l r e a d y  been deve loped  and w i l l  be 
deve loped  in t h e  future. 

Ltmi t l o g  t h e  l e n g t h  o f  s t a y  ~ p o b l i o  l ands  i s  ~ e x c e l l e n t  
~nag~nt i dea  bu t  i t  needs  t o  be en fo rced .  HOW d ~ s  BI~4 propose t o  
i n f o r m  t he  p u b l i c  of l e n g t h  o f  s t a y  restrictions ~ d  how w i l l  t h e s e  
r e s t r i c t i o n s  be enfo¢oed? 

Under Mansg~nt of Concessions ~d Leases ~ ~equest that you Ke~e 
the ~rd " s ign l f i c~ t "  fco~ the last ~entence in the f i r s t  paragraph 
~ d  repla~ it with "adverse'. ISignlfi~ante implies that the only 
t l ~ e  BIJ4 will deny r e c r e a t i o n  d e v e l o ~ e n t  or r e q u i r e  full mitigation 
i s  when t h s  p r o j e c t  r e q u i r e s  p r e p a r a t l ~  o f  ~ e n v l r o ~ e n t a l  impact  
s t a t e m e n t .  

Long-term v i s i t o r  a r e a s  should  not be d e s i g n a t e d  in the  floo~plaln, 
special management are~ or w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t  ~nagement areas. If 
~ r v ~ , s  ~ e  t o  be e f f e c t i v e ,  i t  i s  l ~ r p o r t a n t  that B~ p r o v i d e  adequa te  
e n f o r c e m e n t ,  ~ that only designated LTVA'S are used for longer th~ 
14 days .  

A c ~ r d i n g  t o  the  t e x t ,  t ~  ORV a r e a s  ~uld be d e s i g n a t e d  under the  
preferred alternative. On map 2 there are three areas s h o ~  
l d c l u d i n g  Copper B a s i n  Wash S ~ d  Dunes ~ d  C:oss roads  wh ich  ~ e  ~ t  
~ n t [ o n e d  i n  the n a r r a t i v e .  These t ~  a r e a s  s h o u l d  be deleted from 
t h e  l a p  ~ s h o u l d  t h e  d o t s  ~ s t  o f  L a g u ~  D ~  ~ d  in the  n o r t h e r n  
pact of the Weilt0n-Mohawk Valley. 

Because of d ~ n t e d  d e t r ~ n t a l  e n v i r ~ e n t a L  impacts  from 
o r g ~ i z e d  o f f - r o a ~  v e h i c l e  races ,  the Parker  400 course  s h o u l d  
restricted to a ~ even t  per  yea r  wi th  a season o f  use l i m i t e d  to 
one ~ o n th .  A ~ a g e ~ n t  p l ~  should  be d e ~ l o p e ~  to  p r o t ~ t  the  
areas a l ong  t h e  c o u r s e ,  e s p e c i a l l y  Osborne Wash ~ d  Cactus  P l a i n .  
Th i s  pl~ shou ld  i n c lu d e  s p e c i f i o  ~ i t o r l ng  ~d mitigation 
~ l ~ m e n t s  for w i l d l i f e  r e ~ u r c e s  ~ d  should  be deve loped  and 
oi rou laCe~ f o r  p ~ b l t c  r ev iew in 
t ime to  i n c o r p o r a t e  t h e  pl~ i n t o  t he  d e s ig n  of t h e  1986 r a ~ .  
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The proposed r e s t r i c t i o n s  ~ voo~ ~ l l ~ t i o g  shou ld  be l ~ P l e ~ n t e d  
asd e n f o r c e d .  In addition, ~ r e ~ r ~  t h a t  n o n ~ l l ~ t i ~  a r s M  b~ 
dealqnated in this p l a n  ~d ~hould include s p e c i a l  ~ & ~ e ~ n t  ~L~eaS 
~ d  priority wildlife habitat ~ n a g e ~ n t  areas. 

PleaSe no te  t h a t  s ~ a t s  pe rmi t s  a re  r ~ i r e ~  to  co l l ec~  deed or 
de t ached  f i r e ~ o ~  from ~ s q u i t e ,  p a l e  ~ r d s ,  ironwood, ~ d  
c r u c i f i x l ~  t h o r n  t r e a s .  ~ 1 ~  ~ t e  t h a t  s t a t e  pe rmi t s  a r e  r e q u i t e 4  
for the collection of any p1~t p~otected by state law i f  the plant 
I s  r e ~ v e d  f r ~  t h e  l ~ d o ~ e r * s  p r o p e r t y .  

Page 40, Table 2-12, Wildlife Habitat - Me concur that major ~ v e r ~  l~!~ti 
to wi ld l i fe  habitat ~u ld  occur f r ~  grazing authorization i~rsass 
of 94%. ~ o ~ v e r ,  this state~nt should not be ~ d e r  ~.~ternative B 
but under the Preferred Alternative s ince  page xili states that the 
P r e f e r r e d  ~ t e r n a t t v a  w i l l  r e s u l t  i n  l n c r e a s ~  l ives tOCk u~e by 94 |  
over  c u r r e n t  p r e f e r e n c e .  S i m i l a r l y ,  ~ d s r  a l t e r n a t i v e  O g r a t i n g  USa 
~uld no t  dec rease  by  40q b u t  i n c r e a ~  by  4 4 t  o v e r  our[eat 
pre  f e r e s c e .  

Since this 94q i n c r a a s e  in qrazing lUthOtlsatl~ under thl p r e f e r r e d  
alternative wi l l  result in major  ~ v e r s e  l~pacts to wildlife habitat, 
~ y  t s  i t  p r e f e r r e d  and what  ~ u l d  be t he  m t t i g a t l ~  f o r  t hese  ~ J o r  
a d v e r s e  f ~ a c t s ~  

A I ~  under  t h e  P r e f e r r e d  ~L~ te rna t i vs  p l e a s e  e x p l a i n  how t h e  412 ,  520 
a c r e s  of wlldilfe habltst ~ s  ~ l c u l a ~ e d .  t rnsn add ing  5S,540 ~ r e s  
f o r  wilderness, 31,360 sores f o r  spaniel management a r e a s ,  25,000 
acres for ripa¢i~ areSSr ~ a  216rgSO ~res ~ 7680 mOrse for 
b igho rn  sheep use a r e ~  t h a  t o t a l  i s  3 1 6 , 5 | 0  a c r e s .  

T a b l e  2-12 Economi0s - Under t h e  p roposed  ~ti~ t h e r e  i s  no l U P  
c a t e g o r y  ~ d a r  E~n~iol to refl~t that BLM will permit i n c reased  
r e c r e a t i o n a l  deva lo i~Hnt  based  on f u t u r e  d ~ a n d .  T h i s  should  r e s u l t  
in ~ r e  Jobs ~d ~ r e  t a x  revenue. 

R~oreatlon Opportunities ~ d  Use - Statistics ~ Long TeR~ Visitor 
Use ~ d  O~V use a r e  p r e s e n t e d  b u t  sons a re  91van for  b a c k c o u n t r y  
recceat lcn~ use o~ f i ¢ e t ~  ~ l l ~ t i o n .  ~ o f  t h i s  ~ n f o r ~ t t o n  
shou ld  be a v a i l a b l e  f r ~  A r i ~ n a  GaIN ~ d  F i s h  ~partmsnt ~d 
Cellfornia Depart~nt of Fish ~ d  C~me. 

~0 

0 | page  63, ¥ ~ a  Deser t  - Both F l a t - t a i l e d  horned  l i z ~ d s  ~ d  f r i n g s - t ~ d  l i s ~ d s  
! ~ o u r  i n  t h i s  h a b i t a t  t y p e .  

i Page 71f  W i l d l i f e  - Big G ~ e ,  Mule Deer - ~ sugges t  you c o n t a c t  ~ l f o r n i a  
D e p a r t ~ n t  of  T l s h  ~ 4  O m  concern ing  the  s t a b i l i t y  of  ~ $ s r t  ~ l e  

1 deer  p o p u l a t i o n s  in  C a l i f o r n i a .  rn a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  t ~  s t a t e  g m  ~ d  
f i s h  agenc i e s  shou l~  be a b l e  to  supply p o p u l a t i o n  s a t i a t e s  (Idlich 
should be i n c l ~ e d )  for  t h i s  ~ ~ 1 1  as  o t h e r  speciss, 

I page 73, Threatened ~d End~geRed Specles - Tail n a r r a t i ~  should include an 
2 ~unt of state-llsted endangered, threatened and Rare species in 

~r l zons  and C a l i f o r n i a .  P lmaU no te  t h a t  t he  rasorbaok  sucker  i s  
not proposed for f e d e r a l  l i s t ing  as  a t h r e a t e n e d  zF1~ules. 

O O | Rapt . . . .  ~e ,tat~nt is ~de ~ t  predotory bi rd  ~pulstlo~, = .  
wJ ! s t a b l e .  P l aa se  p r ~ i d e  d a ~  to  suppor t  t b l s  s t a r - - a t .  

Page 79,  General Assumption I - S i n ~  t h i s  Is p r o b a b l y  ~ u n r e a l i s t i c  
m assump t i on  g i v e n  r e c e n t  f o r e s e e a b l e  b u r e t  c u t s ,  ~ r e o o m s n d  t h a t  

BLM p r i o z i t i z e  a l l  l m p l s m e n t s b l e  ~ E p o n e s t a  o f  t h e  r e ~ u r ~  
3 4  manage~nt plan SO the public will know what will be impls~nted 

f i r s t ,  and i f  f~dlng and ~pu~r are  a v a i l a b l e ,  what  w i l l  be 
£1plement ed later. 

I Page 79, General Assumption 4 - ~at is the life of the ~eeouros ~anagsment 
5 plan? H~ frequently d~s BU4 intend to revi~ and update the 

i n fo rma t ion  p r o v i d z d  in the  p l ~ ?  We s u r e s t  t h a t  a r s v i s i o n  o f  the  
e n t i r e  p l a n  occur  o n ~  e v e r y  f i v e  y s a r s .  P r io r  to  msnags~nt 
a d j u s t m e n t s  be ing  ~ d e ,  t h e  p u b l i c  e~ould h a v e  the  o p p o r t u n i t y  to  
~snt ~ t h e s e  c h ~ g e s .  

C-eneral  ~ s u m p t i o n  5 - S l n ~  ~ s i t e  l ~ c t s  f r ~  a c t i o n s  a re  
s p e c i f i c a l l y  p r o j e c t e d  in t h i s  p l a n ,  ~m have conc luded  t h a t  s ~  w i l l  
pscduoe e n l ~ n t ~  d o c e n t s  fo r  these  a c t i o n s  ~ they  a re  p ropos ld  
and t h a t  t h e s e  ~0c~ments w i l l  i n c l u d e  ~pe~i f io  m i t i g & t i ~  and 
~ni tor ing p l a ~  ~ d  wi l l  be circulated fo r  publi= ¢ e v l ~  ~ d  
comment. 

P ~ s  82 ,  p u r a g r a l ~  I - The a d v e r s e  ~epacCa t o  m i n e r a l  ~ d  e n e r g y  r e ~ u r c e s  
fr~ a ~ surface ~cupanc~ stlpulati~ ~ould be miBl~al, sot 
mode=ate,  f o r  t h e  t h r e e  reasons  g i v e n .  

i Page 87-98, Genera l  ImPacts  on W i l d l i f e  - We r eques t  t h a t  BLM e a p l a i n  born the 
v a r i o u s  a l t e r n a t i v e s  w i l l  p rov ide  l o n g - t e ~  b e n e f i t s  for w i l d l i f e  by  

6 ~Intaln lng h~bitat ~d l t i ons  at c u r r e n t  l e v e l s .  M i n e r a l ,  e n s ¢ ~  
grazi.g and recreation develo~nt will stile be pe¢mitte4 in ~o~ or 
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6 | ail o f  these  ~ e a a  ~ d  the lack  of p e r s o n a l  t o  enforce ORV 

I 
designation and recreation use should result in l~g-term adverse 
£ ~ p ~ t s  to p r i o r i t y  w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t .  In a d d i t i o n ,  there  I s  7 ,nti~ of adverse impacts that ~ U l d  OCCur to those spec ies  not 
found in the p ~ l o r i t y  w i l d f i r e  h a b i t a t  ~ d  s p e c i a l  ~ n a g e ~ n t  ~ e s s .  

3 8  I . . . . . . . .  ~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
I Page 94, Pa~agral~ 1 and 14 - We ~oncur that i f  the Prefer red  A l t e r n a t i v e  £s 

l ~ p l m n t e ~ ,  both the  Cactus ~ d  La Pose P la ins  w i l l  ~ adverse ly  

3 9 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1-.~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  these  I ~ t s  i s  unkn~r ~ b e l i e v e  BUq should inc lude  • ~ r s t  case 
a n a l y s i s  of  ~ p a c t s  in ~la EIB .  Such an e n a l y s d s  ~houid i n c l u d e  
acreage o f  e~ch tFpe of  b~ b i t a t  l o s t  or  deqKadad and es t imated  
n~be[s of special status species that wOuld be l o s t .  Because the 
p~oposed s t o c k i n g  ~ate w i l l  ~ v a r e e l y  impac t  these  tw~ wpeola2 
~ a n a g e ~ n t  a r eas  ~ a  of  ~ l c h  i s  a W~,  the s~ockln 9 r a t e s  chould be 
red~ced or c u r t a i l e d  to  p r o t e c t  t h e  n a t u r a l  ~ e ~ c ~  va lues  of t h e s e  
a reas .  

Paqea 97-98* l~pac ta  on W i l d l i f e  - Please  see above ~ e n t  CO w~rst case 
analysis. 

0 | P ~ a s  134-13a,  ~ l t t q u t l o n  ~eanures - ~o  e p e c t f i c  m i t i q u t l o n  measures ~re 

I l l a t e ~  f o r  w i l d l i f e  except  f o r  r e s t r i c t i o n s  m ~ o b l l c  u t i l i t i e s  
c o n s t r u c t i o n .  Ws b e l i e v e  the~ measures a~e Inadaquate.  We will be 
haPPY to ~Ork with You in ~e lop ing  additional ~it lgatlon measures 
for  both genera l  and s p e c i f i c  typ~l  of a c t i v l t l a e  t ha t  occur w i t h i n  
the ~ a  D i a t ~ l o t .  

Pa~e 187,  ~ap 2-13 - P lease  ~ t e  t h a t  a l l  o f  WSA 5-31 and p e r t  of WS/~ 5-33  see 
l n c l ~ d ~  i n  a w i t h d r a w a l  a p p l i c a t l ~  f o r  K o f a  N a t i o n a l  W i l d l i f e  
~ I u g e .  

pa~e 247, ApPendix  B - The r ~ c i a s  and l i s t i n g  s t a t u s  of  so~e of these  e~mclaa 
i~ i n . t r a c t .  ~ e  apot tad  b a t ,  p a c i e l o  t ~  f to~ ,  and Gi la  ~onater  
a l e  ~ t  l l s t e ~  i n  A r l s ~ e .  The r iv .~  c-~e¢ is l l e t e S  ~ GroUP 1 I  I n  

~ 1  A / i ~ a .  The d e s e r t  t o r t o i s e  i s  a L~ ,~ral candida te  spec i e s ,  the  
f i a t - t a i l e d  horned  l i z a r d  i s  a Group ~1I  spavins  in & r i g a  a~ ~ e  
both the Mohave I~eeart frlngs-toed lizard ~ d  ~olOrado D~sert 
f r  inge- toed  l l z a ~ d .  

Pa~a 251, ~p~ndlx G - Plea~ delete Havaau Heights North and SOuth allot~ents 
2 . ~  propus~d r ~ g a  t~provamnta  page their on 2 5 6 .  Neiths~ 

i$ b~Ir~ used for  l i v e s t o c k  g r a z i n g .  

431 
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Page 260,  Appendta G-6 - ~.1 water t ~ k a ,  stoCk ~ d s  ~ d  s i m i l a r  s t r u c t u r e s  
t h a t  provide  water for  l l V a l t ~ k  should be d e s l g n a t ~  ~ t ha t  
w i l d l i f e ,  Inc luding  bIrd~ ~ d  ~ 1 1  ~ s l a ,  have ~ a a s  t o  these  
waters .  

)&~p 7 - p l e a s e  ~ t e  t h a t  t h e  t ~  e a s t  s ~ t l o n a  l a o t i a n s  7 ~ d  18) o f  
~ha proposed Long Teem V i S i t o r  Ar .a  1 have been proposed as a d d ~ t t ~ a  
t o  t h e  K a t e  ~ e t i o n e l  W i l d l i f e  Refuge .  

1~ank ~ t a r  t h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  ~¢~mmnt ~ t h i s  d r a f t  R ~  ~ d  M~S. I f  yo~ 
have ~ y  ques t i ons  p l a u s  ~ n t a c t  ~ r  o f l t ~ .  

c o l  Plah ~d Wildlife S e r v i c e / S t ,  Waahlogton, D.C. 
~ l o n a i  D i r e c t o r ,  ~ ,  AlbuqUerque, ~ (ABR) 
S ta te  D i r ec to r ,  Bureau of Land )~magaNnt ,  Phoenix, 

316  
D E P A R T M E N T  O F  T H E  A R M Y  

April 18. 1985 

t.t~los u 
o f f i c e  o t  the Chief  
Environmental Resources Branch 

1 

2 

~ .  J .  Dar~n  Sne l l  
D l a t v i c t  F~nsge r 
Bureau of Land } k ~ g e J a n t  
~ , a ,  A c l a o ~  85364-0687 

Dear Mr. S ~ I Z :  

have reviewed the Y ~  D i s t r i c t  Draf t  Resource ~ k ~ s e ~ n t  Plan and 
Environmental Impact S t a t e . a t  a8 requested i n  a l e t t e r  f r ~  your o f f i c e  dated 
February 12, 1985. 

Wm suggest  t h a t  the f2na l  EIS ddent2fy those aspec ts  of the ~e$ou r~  
Managmsent Plan t h a t  ~ u l d  involve  work or s t r u c t u r e s  i n  t h e  Colorado I t iver ,  a 
" ~ v i g a b l e  water o£ the United S t a t e s "  or t ha t  would involve  d i scharge  of 
dredged or  f i l l  ~ a t e r i a i  I n to  "waters of t h e  U a i t a d  S t a g e s ' .  Corpe of 
S ~ u e e r s  permits  are r eqa i red  for  s t r u c t u r e s  or  work ~n or a f f e c t i n g  
"navigable  wa~era of the United S ta t e s"  pursuant  to Sect ion IS of the Rl~z 
and Parhec Act and fo r  th* d / scharge  of dredged or  f i l l  m a t e r l a /  i ~ t o  " ~ t e r s  
of the  Uhited S ta t e s"  pursuant to  Sec t ion  40a of the C£e~ e a t e r  Act .  Any 
aspect  of the ~ureau 's  proposed Resource ~knase~n t  Plan t ha t  ~ d  r e s u l t  i n  
s t r u c t u r e s  or work i n  the Colorado River  or t ha t  would r e s u l t  i u  the d i scharge  
of  dredged or f i l l  ~ t e r l a l  i n t o  the Colorado R/vet  o r  any o ther  w~ters of the 
United S ta t e s  would be sub jec t  to  Army au thOr i za t i on  pursuant  to the above 
s t a t e d  Acts ehe the r  perforaed by a f e d e r a l  or  n o ~ l e d o t a l  ~ e n o y  or by a 
p r i v a t e  i n d / v l d ~ l .  The pa in t  of  contac t  regarGin8 the Corps r e s u l a t o r y  
p r o E r ~  i n  the proposed p ro jec t  a rea  i s  H~. G l a ~  Lukos of ~ r  ~ g u l e t o r y  
Branch, a t  (113) 688-5506 ~ (~T~) 798-5606. 

Th~ Proposed P ~ a ~ S ~ n t  Plan and .SIS a ~ e q ~ t e l y  a~dresa the f l o o d -  
r e l a t e d  i s s u e  i n  the f lood  p l a i n  of the Colorado h i r e r |  h o ~ r .  ~e a u ~ t  
t h a t  t h e  f i n a l  d o c e n t s  address f loodin~  alo=8 t h e  Q l l a  ~ v e r  i n  ~ r a  
d o t a d l .  Painted Rock De~, s V. S. A r ~  Corp~ of E a g l ~ e r s  f lood  con t ro l  
f a c i l i t y ,  i s  l o c a t e d  on the G i l a  G i ~ r ,  a p p r o a i ~ t a i y  125 mi les  u p e t r e ~  of 
i t s  c o n f l u e u ~  wlch the Colorado R l ~ r .  The lower 50 to  60 m/la# of the f lood  
p l a i n  of the G i l a  below the dam a~e dneluded i n  the Proposed F~m~lm~t  
P l y .  The dam was e s t a b l i s h e d  with ~ s e g m e n t  from l o c a l  epo=sors (T~im and 
~krIcopu Co~nt2ea) to reEula te  the GILl River  flood p l~ /n  to  a r e o l a e  
22,~00 c~s r e l a u s s  h i t h O u t  ene r~e~mn~ c o n s t r a i n t s .  Unfor tuna te ly .  
encroachment has ~ c u r e e d  s ince c o ~ t r u c t i o n  of the &m i n  1959; t h e r e f o r e ,  
suggest  Chat you eoordinat* any app rec i ab l e  f lood p l a i n  land  usa Gich the  

-2 -  

I Corps a~d do not r a i y  e n t l r e l y  on the  l o c a l  s o v e ~ n t s  for  Euldance. ~ a d  
c ross lng~,  sub jec t  to  f l ood lng  r e l a t e d  to r e l e a s e s  f r o a  Painted Sock Dam. h ew  
been a p a r t i c u l a r  p r c h l ~  2u the a rea ;  t h e r e f o r e ,  we ~ s P e t  t ha t  p o t e n t i a l  
t r a u p e r c a t 2 o n  and access  d i s r u p t i o n  d ~  to  s u s t a i n e d  r o s e . s i r  r e l e a s e s  he 
addressed i n  t h e  f i n e /  EIS. 

Thank yon fo r  the oppor tun l ty  to  review ~ d  ~omsent on t h i s  d o e ~ n t .  

S i n c e r e l y .  

~ l a n z n ~ n g  Dtvin 2on 
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Southern California Edison Company 

° °  ,o  . . . .  

_~-CE 

Mr. J. Darwin Snell April 24, 1S85 
District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Yuma District Office p. O. Box 5680 
Yuma, AZ 8 5 3 6 4 - 0 6 9 7  

Attention: Plannlns Team Leader 

sUBJECT: Yuma Dist:Ict 
Resource Management Plan (RMP) and 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) - Draft 
ISOl (~DO) 

Based on our review of the subject RMP report and our current 
information, we have the following comments and recommendations 
fo~ your consldecatlon. 

We are pleased to see the recognition by the plannlng team cf 
future corrldo~ needs .s an issue in the RMP. Corridor designa- 
tion is a critical element of land use planning and is necessary 
to insure that routes a~e available for the urderly and effi- 
clout development of co~unloatlon, energy and transportation 

I systems to serve the public. We concur with the corridor 
element o8 however, recommend that it be revised your plan; we 
to designate that corridors he a minimum of three miles in width. 

Designation of the corridors shown in the Plan will provide the 
srganizatlons responslhle for developlng communication, energy, 
and transportation systems for the public, a means of pro~Idlng 
these services in an economlcal and dependable manner. In 
addition, a minimum corridor width of three miles will enable 
flexlbillty in sltln~ facilities to avoid environmentally 
sensi t ive areas. 

AS a point of information, Edison is ourcently involved in 
studies, preparatory to the fil~ng of a n  application, regarding 
the const~uctlon of a second transmission line from Palo Verde 
to Devers. One of the alternatives being considered is the 

Mr. J. Darwin Snell -2- 

paralleling, adjacent t o  o r  near, the existln9 Palo Verde-Devers 
5OOkV T/L. This llne would be within your designated corridor, 
shown as DC-8 on Map 8 of the subJeotRMP/EIS. 

It appeazo that most concerns regarding use and protectio, of 
the resources within the District would be satisfied under the 
Preferred Alternative. Eased on this, we support your Preferred 
Alternative. 

Thank you for inviting our comments. We hope you will give them 
your full co.slderatlon. If further details are needed, please 
contact Mr. J. R. Wilson at (213) 491-2617. 

Very truly yours, 

DALE L. WOODWARD 
LAND PROJECTS SUPERVISOR 

JEWilson/dd/852s 

320 
~ M  RTH 

Canon 8-17] & D~ V~ Road 
2550 W~*~ LouVre D~ve 
Phc~nlx, AZKS027 • {~02) 869-8189 

@ 

April 22, 1985 

~isnninc Co-ordinator 
Y~ms Distric% Jffice, b.L.,:. 
3140 Wlnsol Avenue 
~,s, Arizona 85365 

Dear Sir: 

As President of th~ ~rizona ,~.V. & Cadgers Park Associa- 
atlon I ~n writing this letter at the dlrecticn of our members. 
e rel,re3ent private c~npsreund and .7. park owners in the 

State of ~rlzona aug are afflliates ~:lth the ~atlonal CamD- 
sround owners Association '~:5ose offices are located in 
Uashlncton, D.C. 

!so understand you ~ould llke our cor~:ents rezardlnv the 
use of the land alont the 3olcrado ~:iveT knov,n as Loud Ter= 
Visitor Area=. AS an orcanizatlon ~.e are coinf on record as 
o[oosln C the exlstln£ ~25.01) .ee for Cm~]pinz li the area for 
a period of UD to 8 :~cnDhs and we do not wish ~c see the S.L.~(. 
develo 9 an I, c~hre plans to use the deser~ for this purpose. 

Xr. Alan Belt on the Y~a office was in attendance at the 
April ~eetin~ ef the Arizona A.V. and Cm~pers Park Association. 
e exDlalned ~hb" the i~.L.~, needs to control the land usaze 

in these areas. Le are in sympatby to a certain degree but we 
feel that slnply "NO CA;II:;3" would be the answer to your head- 
aches. These ueople can well afford a orlvate park and here 
acaln ~.e feel the iover~,ent is in eompetltion with the prlva~e 
sector, 

These people are destroylnc our deserts and we are dlvins 
them permission to do so ~itb the $25.00 See; plus all the 
publicity this program receives certainly encourages more people 
to corse to this area thereby increasing the proble~n as years 
60 by. 

~ I ~ ,  RTx @ 
Phom~x. AZ85027 • (60~ 86g~189 

Plannln~ Coordinator 
y~.la Dlstrlc~ Office, B.L.:. 

Paso 2 

,e [,refer to record these Lon n Term Visitors as ncthlnC 
cut squatters ::ho are reluctant about paying a fee of $25.00 
~:h!ch cePtalnly does not ~ven begin to cover the expense of 
their stay on the de~ert. This expense :.ust be born by all 
taxpayers and the whole p ro~ r~  does hurt the private par--'~- 
owners because these [~eople woul~-'~nd a park they could 
afford if it ~;ere not se easy to freeload off our tax payinz 
Dubllc. 

~lease consider ~hese eo~.~ents now and in the future. 

Sincerely, 

Bareara A. Duncan 
President 
Arizona ~.V. 5 C~pers 
P a r k  h s 3 o o l a t i o n  

~D:~ao 

% 

i 
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. . . . .  H~'~ i i'. : ," t '~5 

Hay I, 1985 

Mr. J. Darwin Snell 
Distr lo t  Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Yuma Dlstriot Office 
P. O. Box 5680 
Yuma, Arizona 85364-0697 

REI Draft Yuma District 
Resource Management Plan and 
Environmental Impact Statement 

Pear Mr. Sneill 

The Arizona Game and Fish Department has reviewed the 
referenced draft gMP/gIS, and we offer for your consideration the 
following comments. 

The Department found the draft RH~/8IS to be a well- 
organized, comprehensive document and,  fo r  the most pa r t ,  
accurately and adequately discusses the existing environmental 
eondltlons within the Yuma Dietrleb and the expected 
environmental consequences Of the s ix  (8) alternative future 
management options for resolving the seven (7) major public 
interest resource management issues. Further, we believe the 
Preferred Alternative provides the most realistic avenue for 
future management of the majority of the resource manasement 
issues, but not ell. Therefore, our speeiflo comment wlll be 
presented by identified resource management issue and what we 
believe to be the manasement level ind icated for that Issue, 
81van the data to support the deoislon and the olrcumstanees 

~urroundlng the issue. 

P ~ ~l~e I :  Wildlife 8abltat 

~'=The Department definitely supports the concept of pr io r i ty  
j ~ ~  wild1 fe habitat areas. However, we recognlze that in some of 
~_a~Eh~riority wildlife babltat areas, such as riparian habitats, 

there is a great potentlel for conflict wlthdetermluatlonOther resource 
~ m e n t ~  issues, such aa recreation. The of 

--bp~eL~eo~btlity between the various resource management andiSSueS'oarefuland 
--- ~ levels of use, will take eonslderable thought 

'I 

2 

3 

Mr, J. Darwin Snell 
Hay 1, 1985 
Paee g 

d e l i b e r a t i o n  on the part of BLB, Overa l l ,  we bel ieve t ha t  the 
Preferred Albernablve would designate reasonable aerea8e of 
priority wildlife habitats. 

A use we helleve to be in slgnLfloanb conflict with 
maintaining optlmum conditions in the prlorlt F wildlife habitat 
areas, but whloh is nob identified In  bhe RHPIBIS, IS 08V use. 
We quest ion the rsstrlotion of ORVs to e x i s b i n g  roads and trails, 
principally because there Is no definitive determination or 
consensus of what is a trsll or even a road, Me genuinely 
recommend that ORV use be restrloted to desi8nated trails and 
roads i n  the p r i o r i t y  w i l d l i f e  areas. 

0ne f u r t h e r  oonosrn involves surface occupancy fo r  o i l  and 
gas leases within p r i o r i t y  wildlife hab i t a t ,  We do not belleve 
tha t  surface occupancy is  Jusb i t ied  In  these p r i o r i t y  w i l d l i f e  
hab i t a t s ,  p a r b i o u l a r l y  w i th  bhe kEOWledge t ha t  the ove ra l l  o i l  
and 8as p o t e n t i a l  fo r  the D i s t r i c t  i s  estimated hy bhe U, S. 
Geological Survey to be zero to low. (pages  58-57). 

Issue 2t Speolal Management Areas 

Acoordln8 tO the Preferred Alternative (Table 2-I), two 
a reas  would he des igna ted  s p e c i a l  management a reas  -- Crossman 
Peak and the BI 8 Marlas - -  and f ive  others would not be fo rma l l y  
designated, but  would be managed under spec ia l  p resc r i p t i ons  bO 
p r o t e c t  t h e i r  natural values -- Aubrey Rills, Whipple Mounbalns, 
Olbralter Mountain, Cactus Plain, and Mugglns Mountains. It is 
not clear what the difference would be between formal designation 
as a special management area or not formally designated, but 
managed under spec ia l  p resc r i p t i ons  to pro tect  na tu ra l  values,  
I t  would seem tha t  the addib ional  f i ve  areas could and ShOuld he 
formal ly  d e s i g n a t e d ,  t he r eby  e l i m i n a t i n g  any confusion as be the  
natural values they possess and the need to protect those values. 

Further, we dO nob understand, nor are there da t a  to 
support, why the Mesa (BA-4) was not deslgnabed as a special 
management area, or was not included with the five other areas 
for  management under special prescriptions, particularly since 
the go Action Alternative (existing status) has It so designated. 

L a s t l y ,  we be l i eve  t h a t  ORVs should a l so  be r e s t r i c t e d  to 
d e s ig n a t ed  t r a i l s  and roads  i n  s p e c i a l  management a r e a s ,  to 
better insure the protecblon of cultural and natural values. 

Zssue 31 Grazing Management 

Our Department views grazing as the most controversial 
resource management issue in the Yuma District, and as an issue 
that significantly i n f luences  natural resource values i n  the 
Distrlot. Overall, we are not convinced that livestock grazing, 
and in partloular ephemeral allotments, is really Justified on 
public lands in the Distrlot, slnoe fors8e produetlon on public 
l ands  i n  the Distr lo t  amounts to less than 1~ of the tota l  AUBs 

4 

Hr. J .  Darwin Sne l l  
May 1, 1985 
Page 3 

produced in  Yuma, La Paz, and Hohave Counties (page 76).  
However~ if livestock grazing is to continue i n  the District 
(i.e, on perennial-ephemeral allotments), we believe the overall 
objectives should be to have all grazed rangeland in  gOOd to 
excellent cond i t ion ,  not Just 85~ Of the rangeland, otherwise the 
so-classed fair to poor rangeland should not be grazed at all. 

Additionally, under the Management Guidance Common to All 
Alternatives we quest ion the grazing admin i s t ra t i on  (page 49) 
where 1S-year graz ing permits are issued. These permits should 
only be authorized when and where an operator has demonstrated 
good range management and the overall allotment category Is 
"M". I t  does not seem appropr iate to issue a 1G-year permit  for  
allotments in the "I" category, since more frequent monitoring 
will normally be necessary to determlne the progress of range 
improvement, and it may be necessary to alter the grazing prosram 
or level of use. 

If the ephemeral allotments are eontlnued, two of the I0 are 
recommended be be eliminated -- Havasu 8eights North and Havasu 
Heights gouth -- since they have been in non-use for some time. 

Further, the Department does not condone supplemenbal 
feeding (page 18) to facilitate achieving overall management 
objectives In  a grazed  area. We believe the need for 
supplemental feeding indicates that the grazing management is not 
working and the authorized livestock numbers apparent ly  are too 
h ish  for  the forage tha t  was ava i l ab le  or t ha t  was produced. 

in  evaluating the six alternatlve future management opt ions 
with respect to grazing management, bhe Department prefers 
Alternative g, but Alternative D is acceptable with the ~0 
percent reduetlon in grazing which we believe should be the 
future long-term grazing level for the District. 

Issue ~z Land Ownership Adjustments 

The Department continues to support the concept of 
oonaolldation, exchange or a c q u i s i t i o n ,  to produce s land 
ownership pa t te rn  tha t  provides fo r  more e f f i c i e n t  and e f f e c t i v e  
land management, w i th  particular emphasis on p r i o r i t y  w i l d l i f e  
habitats and special management areas/wilderness. We prefer the 
adjus tments  recommended in  A l t e r n a t i v e  D, but have no s t rong  
objections to the Preferred Alternstlve reoommendatlons. 

Issue 5: glshts-of-Way 

The Department concurs with t he  recommendation for u t i l i t y  
corridors as proposed by the Preferred Alternative, especially 
wlth respect be the 3SO-foot limitation on the width of the 
Parker -b lbarby co r r i do r  along the two-mile segment passing 
through the bighorn sheep lambing grounds i n  the Buckskin 
Mountains. 

Br. J ,  Darwln S n e l l  
Hay 1 1988 
Page 

An area of concern, however, involves the management of 
p r i o r i t y  w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t ,  l , s ,  mig ra t ion  r o u t e s ,  where a u t i l i t y  
co r r i do r  crosses the route .  We be l ieve tha t  svenbua l ly ,  through 
bhe cumulat ive impacts of var ious f u tu re  r i gh ts -o f -way ,  bhe 
u t i l i t y  uses may preclude the big game movement (b ighorn sheep) 

I t ha t  was of p r i o r i t y  considerat ion fo r  management/probestlon, We 
be l ieve  t ha t  moni tor ing of Impacts along these c r u c i a l  movement 
rou t e s  to determine cumulat ive e f f e c t s  of  u t i l i t y  uses i s  
d e f i n i t e l y  in  order.  

~BBUe ~1 Reoreat lon 

The Department concurs with the proposed r e c r e a t i o n  
management g u l d a l i n e s j  as  son t a in sd  In  the  P r e f e r r e d  A l t e r n a t i v e ,  
with one excep t ion  - -  ORV use ,  We empha t i c a l l y  recommend t h a t  
all ORV use i n  priority wildlife manase=ent areas and in special 
mana8ement areas he restricted to designated broils and roads to 
be t t e r  insure  the probeot lon of f r a g i l e  s o i l s ,  vegeta t ion ,  and 
a e s t h e t i c  n a t u r a l  va lue s ,  F u r t h e r ,  we suppor t  the season of use 
fo r  the Parker qOO course as December 1 to Pehruary 28, but  
discourage bhe cons iderat ion of more than one race per year.  

gegarding the wood c o l l e c t i o n  sub-Issue,  the r e s b r l o t i o n s  
proposed i n  the Preferred A l t e r n a t i v e  are acceptable.  

I s sue  TI Wilderness 

Again, the Department concurs wlth the proposal for 
wilderness reaommendatlons as presented in the Preferred 
Alternablve, Me do bellevel however, that all WSAs that made it 
to this point in the final analysls/atudy for wilderness 
designat ion consideration, which have documented natural 
r e s o u r c e / s c e n i c  va lue ,  a re  de se rv ing  of  some l e v e l  of  fu tu re  
long-harm management that can insure these p a r b l o u l a r  values, 
even though they are not ultimately designated as wilderness. We 
suggest that they be given special consldsratlon or ~ana8ement. 

Addi t i ona l  Speolfle Comments 

Page 56, Rangeland Gondtbion and Trend 

7 '  Me question the validity of rating the vegebatlve cond i t ion  
on a single year's observation or even abtempbing to rate trend 
Without any da t a  to compare with. 

Page 99-80, Recreation 

Re data are  presented for the amount of use, either 
rec rea t ion  days or hours, fo r  f i s h i n g ,  boat ing,  or hun t i ns ,  but  
the amount of OgV use and faoilibles use is presented, Fishing 
and p o s s i b l y  boa t ing  use in format ion  should be a v a i l a b l e  for  the  
lower ~olorado r i v e r ,  s ince  the  Bureau of geolamat lon son t r ao t ed  
for  t h i s  in fo rmat ion ,  The informat ion  i s  p robably  not  c u r r e n t ,  
but could he updated, 
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Page 72, Paragraph I 

The Department's view of llvestoog-mule deer competition for 
forage is that the competition can be significant during the 
annual  f lu sh  of v e g e t a t i v e  growth, when additional l i v e s t o c k  are  
usually permitted on publlc lands. The "green-up" provides 
impor tant  seasona l  forage  resources  fo r  a d i v e r s i t y  of  w i l d l i f e  
species. It is a recovery period for desert wildlife, from 
periods of no or little precipltatlon and reduced food resources, 
and a per iod  of p r o s p e r i t y  for  r e g e n e r a t i n g  both annual  and 
perennial p l a n t  species. 

Page 72, Bighorn Sheep 

We questlon whether bighorn in  the Bill Williams Mountains 
make .extensive" use of the BIll Williams River, al though they 
d e f i n i t e l y  use the  r i v e r .  

Page 72, Mountaln Lions 

The meuntaln llon in the Yuma District is Fells concolor 
brownl, which Is a candidate Category 2 species (federal). 

Page 72, Small Same and Furbearers 

White-winged doves and mourning doves are defined as 
migratory game birds, not upland game birds. 

Page 73, Impor tan t  Hab i t a t  F e a t u r e s ,  R ipa r i an  Vege ta t ion  

The Bill ~illlams River should be included in this list of 
rlvera heving r i p a r i a n  v e g e t a t i o n  on DiM administered lands, as 
mentioned In Chapter  2, Page 13. 

14  | Page 7?, Raoreatlon 

I Again, no dollar values are oredlted to f i s h i n g ,  huntlngl 
trapping, or boa t ing  reoreatlonel pursuits, based on user days .  

I r a t e  87 and 88, Oeneral  Impacts  on W i l d l i f e  

5 The status of hhe Vuma Clapper  gall i s  "endangered" ,  not 
t h r e a t e n e d  and endangered ,  

Page 91, Impaota on Mineral  and Energy Resources 

With the o v e r a l l  o i l  and gas p o t e n t i a l  for  the  D i s t r i c t  
e s t ima ted  by USOS to be zero  to low, we do not  f e e l  t h a t  t he  
exclusion of surface occupancy on a l l  p r i o r i t y  w i l d l i f e  habi tats  
would be a slgnificant impact to the  publics interested in these 
resources, 

I 0  

I I  
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Page 92, Impacts  on Rangeland Resources 

Implementing AMPS on the  two " l "  a l l o tmen t s  and the  s h i f t  
from continuous grazing to grazing systems, which would require 
g r e a t e r  c o n c e n t r a t i o n  of  g r a z i n g ,  does not  a u t o m a t i c a l l y  equate  

I 
re i nc rea sed  AUMe. We ques t ion  whether the  a d d i t i o n a l  3,798 AUHe 
would a c t u a l l y  reeu~.h, or  i s  needed,  f u r t h e r ,  how does t h i s  goal  

6 correlate with recommendations for  management, long-term grazlnH 
as speci f ied in the Buckskin Mountains - Cactus Plain HMP, 
wherein the need to prohibit any actions that may increase or 
encourage livestock grazing in  presantlp unused areas is stated? 

A major oonslderatlon in any desert grazing area is the 
u n p r e d i c t a b i l i t y  of r a i n f a l l  and the  r e s u l t a n t  e f f e c t s  of  drought 
on p e r e n n i a l  v e g e t a t i o n .  

HOW does the  deeign&bion Of the Cactus P l a i n  as wi lde rness  7 affect the total grazing capacity (AUMs) of the two "I" 
allotments (Oenado and Nine-Mlle)? ~ere are the data to 
predict increased Hrezing capacity for these allotments? 

Fags 93, Impacts on Recreational Resources 

A major consideration for impact that . a n  not addressed or 
eluded tO, hut which the  Department b e l i e v e s  should be add res sed ,  
Is the i n f l u e n c e / i n d i r e c t  Impact of a d d i t i o n a l  recreational 
opportuni t ies and expansion of reoreat lon f a c i l i t i e s  slosh the 

8 lower Colorado River cn boating safety. The Parker Strip Is 
a l r e a d y  classified as e " s a t u r a t e d ,  boa t ing  use area, 
p a r t i c u l a r l y  on high demand weekends, and,  h i s t o r i c a l l y ,  ranks  as  
one of the hIHheet heating accident Iocldenoe areas in Arizona, 
TO encourage bootleg usa in this eesmsnt of the river or any 
o t h e r  segment of the  lower Colorado, oonsiderat lon needs  to he 
g iven  to publ ic  s a f e t y  a s p e c t s ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  where r e c r e a t i o n a l  
beat ing use la concentrated by expansion of concessions or 
f a c i l i t i e s  on a d j a c e n t  publ io  lends. 

Page 94, Impacts  on Natural Arena and Features 

Adverse Impacts on natural are& values on the Cactus Plain 
and La Peal Plain areas could be slgnlfloantl7 reduced by 
reducing grazing use of these areas. 

I PaHee 94 and 95, Impacts  on Vege ta t ion  

9 Since it is widely recognized that grazing the La rosa Plain 
would negatively affech the unique vegetative community, why is 
g raz in g  being cont inued ,  or even planned fo r  expansion in to  
unused areas?  I f  i n s u f f i c i e n t  da t a  are  a v a i l a b l e  to adequa t e ly  
predict the severity of the impact, that, alone, would seem 
s u f f i c i e n t  to e l i m i n a t e  or  g r e a t l y  reduce g raz ing  u n t i l  the da ta  
are collected and analyzed to determine the proper long-term 
management strategy for this unlque vegetative community. 

Mr. J. Darwin flnell 
Hey I, 1985 
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Page 97, Impacts on Wilderness 

AS mentioned previously, any area that was in the final 
study process to determine wilderness sultebillt y apparently has 
certain natural values, or It would not have gotten this far in 
the process, therefore, every WSA that is eventually dropped from 
wilderness deslgnatlon by Congress deserves special management to 
preserve these exlstlng natural values, and we belleve that SEV 
use should be limited to designated trails and roads, at the very 
least, In those areas. 

Further, we believe that those released areas should be 
closed to surface occupancy for ell and gas leasing, since the 
potential for these resources is zero to low. 

I Fags 98, Impacts on Wildlife 

Under the g raz ing  d i s c u s s i o n ,  mention is  made of  range 
0 the  Sine-Mile under the Preferred projects on allotment; however, 

I Alternatlve, Table 2-3 does net llst any developments on the 
Sine-Mile, only on the Ganado allotment. How do the Improvements 
proposed on the Sanado allotment affect wildlife? 

Appendix E, pages Z47 and 248 

There are a number of corrections as to category or group 
for Arlzona-llsted threatened native wlldllfe. The current 
status Is from "Threatened Hatlve Wildlife In Arizona", Arizona 
Came and Fish Commlsslon, IS December 1982. 

Spotted Bat - No longer on State List. 
1 River O t t e r  - Group I i ,  not  Qroup I l I ,  

Z o n e - t a i l e d  Hawk - So longer  on S t a t e  L is t .  
Peregrine Falcon - Stoup llI, not Group II. 
Great Egret - Stoup 1Vj not Droup IiI. 
Black-crowned Night Heron - Qrcup IV, not Croup Ill. 
Tropical Kingbird - Croup I I I ,  not Croup IV. 
Gila  Honster  - RO longer  on S t a t e  L i s t ,  
Flat-tailed Horned Lizard - Group III, not Group IV. 
F r i n g e - t o e d  L iza rd  (both U. n.  notaha and U . n ,  soopar la )  - 

Oroup I I Z ,  not Oroup--lrV - 
Colorado River Squawfish - Group I, not Group II. 

Mr. J ,  Darwin S n e l l  
May 1, 1988 
Page 8 

The Department a p p r e c i a t e s  the  o p p o r t u n i t y  to review the  
d r a f t  RHPIHIS, and we hope t h a t  our comments are  use fu l  in 
developing  the f i n a l  document. 

g i n o a r e l y l  

Bud Hris tcw 
DlreQtor 

eBigKW:lea 
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6 - PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

343 
A R I Z O N A  W I L D L I F E  F E D E R A T I O N  
4330 N 62n0 si .102 • $cottsoalo.A2 65251 • [6021946-6160 

P~ldenl 

, ¢ M~y 6, 1985 

planning T e ~  header 
United States Department o f  I n t ~ l e r  
Bureau mf Land ~nag~nent 
YU~ DiStrict Office 
P.O. BOX 5680 
Yum~. AZ 85364-0697 

tear sir, 

Arizm~ Wildlife Federatioz3 appreciates the opport~ity to pr~vi~ 
<xxm~nhs to the D.E. LS. Yum~ District Plan~ing Area. The cca~,entssupplied 
are basically those of J~ Brock, Yuma CoUnty Direcotr in conjunction with 
the YUma valley ~od and Gun club among othez participants. We are also 
app~iati~ of the decision to recie~ these e~n though they are late in 
forthom~tng. 

I 
Wne, this plan waS taken under advisement is the Yum~ amsa, several key 
corg~ arose alOng with acoo~paning questions., These ~oncerns zn no ~rder 
of in~rtance ~ ~ z i s g ,  land dispOSal, re~eatien values and riparzan ~ ,  
A f~ of the questions pertain t o  the following, W~t percentage of forage 
is ~valldble to wildlife? Nha~ are range forage capablilt~es now and projected 

I under all alternati~? What ty~ of range and/or gr~ing prc~a~ ~u~d 
he ueed t o  enhance range c ond i t i ons?  These ques t i ons  ~ not  ..a~_kessed 
compldtely or deflnati~e enough in the D.E.I.S.. Q~astions needing answered 

l also are these dealing with land diSposal. It ~a~ not felt that these am~as 
~ r e  described w~ll enough to ~<klress wildlife add riparian vglue~, cairn 
was voiced over disposing of areas D-l, D-3, and D-9 d~ to rzparlan values 
which need p~t~ti~ ~ en~nt. 

Based L~ the data available, and tde conc~ of those in the Yur~ area, the 
AriSo.a Wildlife Federati~ seleCts alternative E. resourc~ protection, as the 
a l te rna t i ve  w~ich most closely supplies the necessary mechanisms to  alleviate 
our concerns. However, ~e ~ld wish to modify this alternatxve as follows: 
unix graz ing ,  use that data a~ outlined in alternative D, Balanced Protection 
with the ~ision that AL~4's be balanced with or slightly less than forage 
projections t o  enable these reso~ces to return as clOSely as possible to 
nat~xal conditions, we would ask that grazing syst~ be closely adored to 
the specific land ar~ iS Use. ~e ~rge that those r~ge ~ro%,~nents necess- 

ary in the allotments for wildlife and cattle he enhanced or maintained. 
We aiso urge the continued ~inte~ o r  enhancement of deVelOped %~tera 

t:'~eaiden t 
Arizona Wildlife Federation 

A~/sv 

~z Dean Bibles, B.L.M. State Director 
C ~  Je~ings, Chairman, Arlzo~ Garn~ & Fish Conndasion 
Bud B r ~ s t ~ ,  Di rec to r .  Ariso~ Game & Fish C~partment 
dim B z ~ ,  ~ Yuma County D i r e c t ~  
Joe Wilson, MRF LaPaz County Director 
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ABBREVIATIONS 

Ti~ following abbreviations am u~d in xhis Envimn~ntal Impact State.hi. M~t of the 
abbmviagons for ~:~s ~ do find in the g l ~ .  

ACEC: A~ of Critical Envimnmemal C ~ m  MFP: Manuge~nt Fm~wo~ Pl~ 
AMP: Agcd~nt Manage~nt Fi~ MSA: Monag¢~nt Situation A~lysis 
AUM: Animal-Unil Month NEPA: Nalional Eavi~n~nt~ Policy Act 
BLM: gu~au of isnd M ~ g e ~ n t  NFIP: Naliona[ Fioc4 l n s u ~  Pxog~ 
BR: gu~au of Recitation NWPS: Naliona[ Wildrmn~2.s Prevention $yslem 
C: C~todia] Ca~egotv (8~ing) ONA: Outstanding Nalural Area 
CAP: Centn[ Ari~na Proj~t ORV: O ff-Road Vehicle 
CDCA: California Dc~n Con~ation A ~  P: Primitive (ROS Class) 
CEQ: Cou~il on Envi~n~n~l Quality P-E: Perennial- Ephe ~m] (grazing agotracnts) 
CFR: Code of Fcdcnd Regulations PILT: P a y ~  in-lieu of t ~ u  
eft: cubi~ f~t pet ~cond R&PP: R~:~tion and Public Pu~s (land le=I- 
COE: U.S. A~y C o ~  of Engince~ ing) 
CORRP: Cldifornia Outd~ R~malion R e ~ e s  R M P :  Re~ou~e Manage~nt Fi~ 

P[~ RNA: R e . ~ h  Nal~l A~a 
EA: E a v i ~ n l ~ l  As~ss~nt BOS: Rcc~alion Oppermnities Spec~um 
E L ~ :  Eavironmcn~] Imp~¢l Stale~nt ROW: Rights-of-Way 
EPA: £,viron~nlal ' ~ l J o n  Agency SCORP: Szatewide Comprehe~ive Oatd~r R¢CxCa- 
FBMA: Federal E~rge~y M ~ a g e ~ [  Age~y lie, Pl~ 
FLPMA: Fedenl Laqd Policy and M~agcmenl Acl SC~: Soil Con~watio, Semite 
FWS: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service lal~ SMA: Special M~uage~nt A ~  

USFWS) SPNM: Semi.Primitive Non.MCdodzed (ROS Cltu) 
GEM: C.eology-E~rgy-Mt~n] Repens SRMA: Special g ~ t i o n  Minage~nt Area 
HMP: Habitat M~ase~nt PI~ T&E: Threatened ~d Eada,gered 
HRA: Hav~u B~u~¢ A ~  USDA: U.S Depenmcnt of A~ieu[l~ 
h Improve Catege~y (g~ing) USD[: US. Ikpa,~nt  of In~efior 
IMP: Interim Manage~nt Policy ffor ~ stud* US'S: U g. Forage $e~iee 

led for wilderness ~om~ndations) USFWS: u s .  Fish ur~ Wildlife Settee (~ Fws) 
KGS: Kn~n Geologic S t ~ s  USES: US. Geological Su~ey 
LTVA: Longde~ Visitor A~a W S A :  Wilde~s Study Area 
M: Mainlain CalcgoO' {g~iflSI YRA: Yuma R~urcc A ~  
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T H E  S A C R E D  M O U N T A / N  T R A D I N G  P O S T  

BILL & DOLLIE BEAVER ~ ~ ~  (6~J 679-2255 
Who~u~ * Rz~l m N,v)j~Palu~e.H~i Ctlas f ~  4 1 Y , ~  ~ Milel North of Fla~u~ Arizona 8¢;001 

Hay 6 ,  1985 

Yums District BIM 
P.O. Box 5680 
Yuma, lz 85564 

Re: OJllderness Study Areas 

Dear Bl~; 

We have learned of some of your recommendntlons through other sources. 

Time sad again we have requested to he placed on your mailing llst and need- 

less to say we haven't recleved any mailings. Now, I've learned that as usual 

hIM seems to be dropping more and more areas from Wilderness Status as well 

as caving in to the loud Mouth Mlnority called Off-Road Vehicular people. 

Ilm urging you to to include the Swansea area for Wilderness, as well as 

Crossman Peak, the Kofa areas, Trigo Mtn areas, as well as the Cactus Plains. 

We have gone around once before i. regards to the areas of Tribal importance 

as well as the archaeological areas. Both are coverel by other Federal Acts 

that S feel you haven't given enough consideration to. 

Arizona is gray'In C at an astound!n Z rate end we are he~n C flooded vith 

Californlans ',~ho hove finishs:[ off ~e lUCL ~f th2ir State• ~n the Winter time 

we a~e gettln C not only the Easterners but lots 9f Canadians and so there is 

great pressure as the entlro State. The deserts of Arizona do have limits and 

now is the crucial time• It would be best to preserve a~d protect as much as 

possible than to later wish that we had done better. I keep seeing mentlon 

of "=1natal potential", yet we keep seeln C the Copper M~nes ¢ioslng with 

sLatements that they have no idea when they'll be re-openlng the existing mines. 

This makes it very difficult to follow the reasoning behind the excuses sbe~t 

potential mineral exploration. The mlnlg companles h~ve more than explored this 

Sta~e and they know where the ore bodies exist, so t~at reassnln E i~ Just t o o  

hard to justify :t this ti~e. 

Sincerely your=, 

Copies t~ Washington D.C. 
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35. = ................................ GOVERNOR OF c=llfom,, Co* ,,a, Co--J= ,be. 
95814 CALIfORNiA ~lofa~ R ~  Board 

°.a D°~ el°proem ~mml° I~on 

D,=~ment~lPa~'a"d R"c 'u l~  THE RESOURCES AGENCY OF CAUFORNIA no=,o..,Wl,,Ou°,~, 
o~msn= Ol Water Relovrce= SACRAMEN'rO. CALIFORNIA 

Mr. J. Darwin Snell 
BUreau of land ManaEement 
Post Office Dox~680 May 8, 1985 
puma, AZ 85~6~-O697 

Dear Mr. snell: 

A t t a c h e d  & r e  c o m m e n t s  r e c e i v e d  f r o m  t h e  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  F i s h  a n d  Game 
(DFG) reEardinl the draft Resource ManaEement plan end EIS, ytu~ 
District. 

AlthouEhDFG, s comments are obviously submitted too lets for in- 
clusion in the final EIS, I hope that they may be of use to you 
in development of DiP's plaDnlnE for the puma District. 

Please accept pitt apoloEies for ar~y Lu%due hardship t h a t  our failure 
t o  ~ e t  t h e  d e a d l i n e  may h a v e  c a u s e d  y o u r  office. We a p p r e c i a t e  
h a v i n g  b e e n  g i v e n  an  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  r e v i e w  y o u r  p r o p o s e ~  p l a n .  

Sincerely, 

G o r d o n  F. Sn0w,~Ph.D 
~Assistant Secretary for Resources 

Attachment 

c~: Office of PlanninE and Research 
1 ~ 0 0  T m n t h  s t r e e t  
Sacramento, CA 9581~ 

(SC~ 85012032] 

M e m o r a n d u m  

To , S o n ° t a b l e  G o r d o n  K.  Van  v l e c k  
Secretary for Resources 
1416 Ninth Street 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Arts: Gordon F. Snuw, Ph.D. 
Pro~eets Coordinator 

~b~ Puma District Resource Management Plan and EIS - SCH 85d12032 

Department of Fish and Game has reviewed the draft "Yuma District 
Resource Management Plan and EIS" and submits its cements for the 
CallfuLnia portion of that Plan. Our co~usents deal first w~th the 
more general aspects of the plan and then specific comments are 
listed for each issue. 

Public opinion strongly favoring protection of desert scenery, 
wildlife, and enviro~ental values was larqely responsible for the 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMAI. LarQe majorities 
of respondents to a National Galiup Poll [1978] and a desert-wide 
[SRI International 1978} opinion poll identified more protection 
of wildlife and ecology and more Drotectlon of scenic quallties 
and natural character as their hlqhest priorities for desert land 
use. In 1977 oubilc opinion surveys conducted for the Sureau of 
Land Management (ELM) in California by Field Corp. showed that 7g% 
of adult Californians vlewed more protection of wildlife and 
ecological values to be the greatest need in the desert. This 
overwhelming publlc Support for wildlife and ELM'S recognition of 
sensitive species requires that there be redoubled efforts towards 
protection of tbe habitats necessary to supbort these species. 

Yet this draft Resource Management Plan has recreation as its 
brimar y emphasis and the Plan appears to give recoqnitlon to 
wildlife 0nly when it doesn't interfere with recreation. We 
believe there should be increased emphasis on protection sf 
habitats with value for wildlife resources. In addition, more 
effort needs to be placed on developlng knowledge on the status of 
"special interest" wildlife residing in the Yuma District, 
especially the desert tortoise and desert burro mule deer. 

In addressing wildlife concerns, the wildlife portions of the 
document focus primarily on bighorn s h e e p  as a Drlorlty wildlife 
species. However, by virtue of its highly significant economic 
and recreational values, the desert burro mule deer should also be 
qualified as a priority wildlife species, In addition, this deer 
is hiQhly representative of most other desert wildlife species in 
its selection of habitats. 

T ~  R ~ u ~  Ap,et 

O~. : A p r i l  26, 1985 
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A recently concluded radio telemetry study of seasonal movements 
and habitat preferences of this desert deer found that deer mainly 
occupy the desert uplands during the cool season (September - 
May). Preferred habitat is then comprised o f  a network of dry 
wash woodlands in foothills and upper alluvial plains or terraces, 
and associated beads of major drainages, burlng the hot season 
(June - August] they occupy the lowlands near major water courses 
and habitat preference changes to riparian woodlands and in the 
absence of riparian woodlands, adjacent dry wash woodlands. The 
major wash systems connecting the seasonal home ranges are used as 
migration corridors. The corridors extend approximately six to 
ten miles in the Big Maria and Riverside Mountains and 
approximately S to 16 miles in the Whipple Mountains. In order to 
maintain and protect burro mule deer and most other desert 
wildlife species, all of the habitats they depend upon should be 
given high priority for protection in the Puma District RMP-EIS. 

The desert tortoise can also be used as an indicator species for 
wildlife using alluvial plains and wash habitats. If habitats are 
maintained i n  satisfactory c o n d i t i o n  for desert tortoises then 
chances are the habitats are suitable for most other forms of 
wildlife found there. 

Recent data collected in California on desert tortoise (Berry and 
Nicholson. 1979) indicate that tortoise populations are highly 
fragmented due to urban development, agriculture, off road 
vehicle (DRY) use, grazing, utility and pipeline corridors, 
mining, roads, and other human activities. 

We, therefore, recommend that the Puma District identify areas 
where desert tortoise maintain reasonable popuiatlon densities and 
include these areas under some form of habitat management program 
to perpetuate them. We feel that such a management program should 
include a plan for habitat preservation and enhancement. 
Particularly important in that plan w i l l  be the need to find a way 
to protect the species from PRY use and other activities that may 
degrade the habitat. 

We further recommend that the Puma District designate a Desert 
Tortoise Natural Area. This area should contain habitat suitable 
for tortoise and enhancement measu[es should be considered and 
implemented to make it better. At least a portion of the area 
should be fenced and ORV and other habitat-dlsturbJng actlvlties 
should be effectively controlled. This fenced area would pruduce 
benefits by providing a location where tortoises turned over to us 
bytbe public can be released safely. The controlled area would 
act as a "half-way" h o u s e  or re-accllmatlzatlon site which would 
be needed before released tortoises, which ma F be carrying 
diseases, contact the wild population. The overall area would 
also provide a place for tortoise habitat improvements to be 
accomplished as mitigation for other actions. 
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Finally, we believe the Yuma District needs effective enforcement 
capability. Any Resource Management Plan which contains 
specifications to be met and/or prohibitions against certain 
actions is unlikely to have much success unless some means of 
enforcement [8 provided. 

our issue-by-issue comments are as follows: 

Issue I. Wildlife Habitat 
This section needs to be enlarged to include the concept of 
"guilding" or the use of indicator wlldli~e species for an index 
of both habitat and animal welfare. The bighorn sheep is used in 
many desert mountain ranges as an indicator species. We 
recommend use of desert burro mule deer for desert wash and 
riparian habitats, and we recommend the desert tortoise be used 
for alluvial plain and desert washes. If discrete geographlcai 
areas can be set aside or designated speclflcally for management 
for these species as was done for bighorn sheep, further progress 
will be made for wildlife. 

We will soon be able to provide copies of the State's "Management 
Plan for Desert Burro Mule Deer". This plan contains important 
guidelines for management which wlli enable BLM to focus on 
specific geographical areas and identified habitats which should 
be included in special management programs such as Areas of 
Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) and Habitat Management 
Plans (HMP). The Plan has proqressed to the point that we ere 
certain that the Milpltas Wash area is a babitat complex which 
fits the criteria for special recognition, We, therefore, 
recommend it for designation similar to the designation to be 
used by ELM's California Desert Conservation Area. It is vital 
that its protection be carried eastward to the Colorado River. 
We believe the Desert District plans to deslqnate Milpltas Wash 
as a Wildlife Area with a special HMP to preserve and enhance its 
valuable habitat associations. 

We urge that ELM use and further develop its own data for the 
desert tortoise to identify and protect important geographical 
areas and habitat components which are essential for that 
species' preservation. 

Issue 2. Special Management Areas 
We recommend that the Whipple Mountain NA-3 area be included in 
some form of special designation, preferably as an ACEC, and a 
aMP adopted to protect and enhance the burro mule deer habitat 
values there. 

The Laguna-Martinez (NA-12) area should also he included in some 
fo~ of special designation, preferably ACEC and a HMP adopted to 
protect and enhance its fish and wlldlife values. 
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I ssue  3. G r a z i n g  
The c u s t o d i a l  g r a z i n g  l ease  i n  r i p a r i a n  h a b i t a t s  a l o n g  the 
Colorado River near Rlythe results in serious adverse impacts to 
h a b i t a t ,  S i g n i f i c a n t  amounts o f  l i m b s  o f  m e s q u i t e  t r e e s  have 
been found  c u t  down f o r  c a t t l e  feed .  These h a b i t a t  a reas p r o v i d e  
n e s t i n g  a reas  f o r  l a r g e  numbers o f  mourn ing  and w h i t e - w i n g e d  dove 
wh ich  a re  hun ted  by b o t h  A r i z o n a  and C a l i f o r n i a  r e s i d ¢ n t s .  We 
b a i l e r s  t he  c o n t i n u a n c e  o f  t h i s  g r a z i n g  lease  i s  no t  i n  the  b e s t  
i n t e r e s t s  o f  the  h a b i t a t  or t he  w i l d l i f e  o c c u p y i n g  i t .  We 
recommend i t  be c a n c e l l e d  as  soon as  p o s s i b l e .  

I ssue  4. Land Ownersh ip  A d j u s t m e n t s  
We will s u p p o r t  t hose  land exchanges  which would result in 
benefit be specific wildlife management programs. 

fssue 5. Utility Corridors 
We tend to have concern with power transmission l i nes  crossing 
the Colorado River because bird strikes have been documented in 
the past. The Federally-llsted Endangered Yuma c l a p p e r  tall is a 
migratory species which could he at further risk from more power 
lines crossing the Colorado River. Ways need to he found to 
assure that such hazards to that species will not occur if new 
transmission lines cross the R i v e r .  

Also, utility corridors crossing sensitive desert habitats and/or 
desert wash habitats are disruptive to them. They frequently 
result in so much public travel along the access roads that 
considerably more damage is added to that which Is Caused 
directly by the initial construction. 

We recommend that no further corridors be establlshed. Present 
and future projects wi th in  existing corridors should he designed 
and regulated i n  such a manner as to minimize, If not  eliminate, 
increased public travel through sensitive desert habitats. 

Issue 6. Recreation 
BLM is one of many agencies and private enterprises providing 
recreational opportunity on the Co lo rado  R lve r~  The~e are 
sections, such as the Parker Str ip  and the Lake Havasu area, 
where use saturation has already been reached. 

We recommend that BLM conduct use surveys and set use-llmlts for 
areas u n d e r  its Jurisdiction. We tellers CRY use, in particular, 
should be limited in some heavy-use sections adjacent to BLM 
concession deve lopmen ts ,  such  as at Uoho Lodge. 

I s s u e  7. W i l d e r n e s s  
There are areas that had been considered for wilderness 
designation but that did not meet the full criteria. For these, 
we recommend that BLM establish some lesser designation that will 
still provide protection to the unique values for which t h e  area 
was originally recognized. 
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E x e c u t i v e  Order  11988 on F l o o d p l a i n  Management s h o u l d  be 
i n t e r p r e t e d  s t r i n g e n t l y  i n  o r d e r  t o  p r e s e r v e  the  i n t e g r i t y  o f  
f l o o d p l a i n  h a b i t a t  zones i n  t he  d e s e r t  f o r  t h e i r  s p e c i a l  n a t u r a l  
v a l u e s .  Such I n t e r p r e t a t i o n  s h o u l d  i n c l u d e  use o f  t he  O~ds r ' s  
p r e f e r r e d  method Of s a t i s f y i n g  the  r e q u i r e m e n t  by a v o i d i n g  
deve lopmen t  o f  s i t e s  on the base f l o o d p l a i n .  

O f f e r i n g  the  o p p o r t u n i t y  f o r  m u l t i p l e  e v e n t s  on t he  Pa rke r  
o f f - r o a d  race  cou rse  i n  A r i z o n a  would  be unw ise  because i t  may 
g e n e r a t e  a d d i t i o n a l  p r e s s u r e  t o  u t i l i z e  the  C a l i f o r n i a  s e c t i o n  
that way also. We do not favor multiple events on the California 
sect ion. 

I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  f o r e g o i n g  comments and c o n c e r n s ,  we have a t t a c h e d  
s p e c i f i c  i n f o r m a t i o n ,  r e f e r e n c e d  by page number t h a t  we b e l i e v e  w i l l  
make more complete the information regarding partlsular sites 
r e f e r e n c e d  in t h e  RMP and RiO. 

We appreciate the opportunity to p r o v i d e  comments on this Draft RMP. 
I f  t h e r e  a re  any q u e s t i o n s ,  p l e a s e  c o n t a c t  Fred A. W o r t h l e y  J r . ,  
R e g i o n a l  Manager ,  Reg ion  5,  a t  245 west  Broadway, S u i t e  350. Long 
Beach, CA 80802-4467;  (213) 590-5113o 

SITS - SPECIFIC INFORMATION 

f o r  Yuma District Resource Manaqemsnt P l a n  

and E n v i r o n m e n t a l  ~mpact Sta tsmenb 

Chap te r  3 - A f f e c b e d  Env i r onmen t  

P S I .  w h i p p l e  M o u n t a i n s :  The p resence  o f  mu le  deer  i n  the  

Wh lpp les  s h o u l d  be n o t e d .  I t  s h o u l d  a l s o  be no ted  t h a t  deer  

numbers i n  the  Wh lpp les  have s e r i o u s l y  d e c l i n e d  because o f  

habitat losses near the Colorado River, primarily from 

develobmenb of a residenblaf complex In an important summer 

concentration area. 

P62. B ig  Mar ia  M o u n t a i n s :  The l a s t  sen tence  i n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  i s  

i n c o r r e c t .  B i g h o r n  sheep a re  no l o n g e r  p r e s e n t  i n  the  B ig  Mar ia  

M o u n t a i n s .  However,  i t  s h o u l d  be no ted  t h a t  because b i g h o r n  

sheep historically occurred there, the Blq Marlas are a potential 

r e i n t r o d u c t i o n  s i t e .  T t  s h o u l d  a l s o  be no ted  t h a t  mu le  dear  

o c c u r  i n  t he  RID Mar las  b u t ,  due to  h a b i t a t  l o s s e s  f rom 

a g r i c u l t u r a l  and r e s i d e n t i a l  e x p a n s i o n  a l o n g  the  C o l o r a d o  R i v e r ,  

t h e i r  numbers have d e c l i n e d  s u b s t a n t i a l l y .  

P63. Add " b u r r o  deer "  i n  d i s c u s s i o n  o f  b o t h  M l l p i t a s  Wash and 

L a g u n a - M a r t l n e z  U n i q u e  N a t u r a l  A r e a ,  
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P66. Dead M o u n t a i n s  N o r t h e r n  A d d i t i o n :  B i g h o r n  sheep Occur  i n  

t he  Dead M o u n t a i n s .  D u r i n g  s u r v e y s  conduc ted  i n  September 1884, 

a g roup  o f  b i g h o r n  sheep were observed  w i t h i n  one m i l e  o f  the  

western edge o f  the WSA b o u n d a r y .  This s h o u l d  be n o t e d .  

- -Chemahuev f  M o u n t a i n s  A d d i t i o n :  Note t h a t  b i g h o r n  sheep o c c u r  

i n  t he  Chemehusv i  Moun ta ins  and t h e i r  range e x t e n d s  i n t o  t h i s  

a r e a .  

- - C h e m e h u e v i / N s s d l e s  A d d i t i o n :  Note t h a t  mu le  deer  o c c u r  i n  t h i s  

area. 

P67. w h i p p l e  M o u n t a i n s  A d d i t l o n l  Note  t h a t  mule deer  o c c u r  i n  

t h i s  a rea .  

P68. elg Marls Mounbalns Northern Addi t ion:  Note that  mule deer 

occur in  th i s  area. 

P69,  Rig Maria Mountains Southern Addl t ion l  Rote that bighorn 

sheep have h i s t o r i c a l l y  o c c u r r e d  in th is  area  a l t h o u g h  t h e y  a re  

no l o n g e r  p r e s e n t .  A l s o  no te  t h a t  mule d e a r  a re  p r e s e n t .  

P70. Add "burro daer~ to the discussion of the L l t t l e  Plcacho 

Peak W i l d e r n e s s  S tudy  Area .  
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P71. Mule Oeer l  Note t h a t  mu le  deer  p o p u l a t i o n s  a re  no t  s t a b l e ,  

H u n t e c l s  t ag  r e t u r n s  and f i e l d  s u r v e y s  d n d i c a t e  deer  numbers have 

d e c l i n e d  substantially d u r i n g  the  pas~ 15 y e a r s  on the  Calieornla 

side of the colorado River north of Blythe. This decline has 

c o n t i n u e d  in s p i t e  oE Eavorab le  c l i m a t i c  c o n d i t i o n s  wh i ch  h a v e  

c o n t r i b u t e d  to an upward t r e n d  i n  deer  numbers s o u t h  of B l y t h e  

d u r t n q  the  p a s t  10 y e a r s .  Loss DE h a b i t a t  on c r i t i c a l  summe~ 

c o n c e n t c a t i o n  areas a l o n g  t he  COlOred- R i v e r  i s  the p r i m a r y  

reason Ear the  d e c l d n e .  S p e o l f d c  d e e r  he rds  a f f e c t e d  i n c l u d e  the 

MhdppSe MOUntains h e r d ,  the  R i v e r s i d e  Moun ta ins  herd  and t he  B ig  

Marda Moun ta ins  he rd .  

Chap te r  d - E n v i r o n m e n t a l  Consequences - Genera l  Impac ts  

Key W t l d l t E e .  P89, T a b l e  4 - 1 I :  

WSA 5-1 add b i g h o r n  sheep 

WEA 5-3 

WSA 5-4 mule deer 

WSA 5-10 

WSA 5-18 

WHA 5-19 

WSA S-3S 

Append ix  B - A fEeoted  E n v i r o n m e n t  

R193. Dead M o u n t a i n s ,  N o r t h  A d d i t i o n  (5 -1 )  - W i l d l l f e l  The 

p resence  o f  b i g h o r n  sheep i n  the Dead Moun ta ins  s h o u l d  be no ted .  
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PISS. Chemehuev i /Need le8  A d d d t t o n  (5 -4 )  - W i l d l d f e l  The 

p resence  o f  m u l e  deer  In  t h i s  a rea  s h o u l d  be no ted ,  

PIGS, Hhdpp le  Moun ta ins  A d d i t i o n  (5-1O] - W i l d l i B e l  THE 

PRSSHNCB O~ MULE DEER IN THIS AREA SHOULD NS NOTED, 

P2OB. B ig  Mar ia  MoUnta ins  N o r t h e r n  A d d i t i o n  (5 -18 )  - Wdld t l~e~ 

The p resence  DE mule deer  i n  t h i s  a rea  s h o u l d  be no ted .  

P207. B i g  Mar ia  MoUntains S o u t h e r n  A d d i t i o n  (5 -19 )  - W l ld ldEe¢  

The p resence  o f  mu le  deer  i n  t h i s  area s h o u l d  be no ted .  
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,,..; )IIH~.%II[NT~ B0.~BI},[ SiPERIISOBS 

~,,t~.% ~" ,-~i~ . . . . . . . . . .  
~ . ~  ~ O* BOX 390 KINGMAN ARIZONA 8S40Z © 

May 9, IBBB / ~ / ) . l ~  "'.:. 

Do0, of , l  . . . . .  
Bureau of Land Management ~Y~ 
Dean Blbleb, State birector ~ u m ~  
l~o~ . .  7th st. ,,,--,-- " r~J~suJ~ . Phoenix, Arizona 85024 :~ql ~1~ _ _ . .  

Dear Mr. ~ - - ' " ~  

At i t ' s  Regular meeting of May 6, 1985, the ~ ' - - - ' : - } ~ .  

Mohave County Board of Supervisors vote) to ~J---- . . . .  ~ "  {: .... 
oppose the proposed land transfer of Plttsburg . 

Point i~ Lake Hauesu C1ty from the Bureau of Land 
Management to  the A r i z o n a  S ta te  Land Department, :-.~:-" 

f ~ 2 _ .  - . ~  

Mohave Be. Board Df Supervisors 

Thank you.  

M ~ Y ~ 8 5  
Ym8 ~ C~JAH/ay 

. - -~  I,,~ Im  

o -  
. - -  
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A R I Z O N A  
S T A T E  
P A R K S  

I~4 w~.~ ABAMB ST~[ET 
p H OENlY~ ARIZONA 
'I'ELI~'PHO N B ~,28~,4174 

BRUCE BABBI~ 

~TArE ~KS 
BOARO M EM B~P.8 

OWBN ROBINBON 

~SESE a. WCOBUNO 

PRISCILLA ROSIN ~O~I 

,!AMES ~TALNAKER 

MICHA|~ A RAM h~E,~ 

~O~NO M. sHa~ea 

• nICT 

.... ~ ~aY 15 t~ s" ~H'85 
. "  y U K ' .  , . J f f h  

vp,,,,~, - May 14, 198s 

d. Darwin Snel l .  O is t r tc t  Manager 
Bureau of  Land Management 
P,O, BOX 5680 
Yuma, AZ 85364 

Re: Comments on the "Draf t  Yuma Dls t r te t  Resource 
Management plan" 

Bear Mr. Snel l :  

You w i l l  f ind the fol lowing to be Arizona State Parks Board 
comments on the Draft Vuma Otstr fc t  Resource Management Plan. Our 
co .an ts  are a resu l t  of  a revtew of  the document and attendance 
at two hearings. For stmpltc| ty you wi l l  f ind our comments by the 
plans Ident i f ied  issues. 

tssue 2: SpECIAL K~NAGERESTARE~S 
The Rattans1 Areas Advisory Counctl, an advlsory committee ~o the 
Arizona State Parks Board, has tdent i f fed the fal lowing areas 
wi th in  the Yums D is t r i c t  as possessing importanB natural values, 

Aubrey H I l l s  - l t s t e d  on the State Na%urel Areas Register 
for f ts scan(c, geological end w i l d l i f e  w lues .  

Dlctu$ P1l|n - there are two state candidate natural 
areas wtthtn th is  area (Bpuse Sand S i l l s  and Black Peak 
Sand H111S). Both si tes are noted for t he i r  unusual 
vegetatto~ c o . u p ( t i e s ,  sand h i l l  Bavarians and rare 
w l l d l t f e  species. 

Yuu Desert - a state candidate natural area note~ for 
i t s  unique l~ndforms (dunes), plant communities and 
w i l d l i f e  specleSo 

The flatural Areas Advisory Council supports the designation of  
Research Natural Area for the three sand dune si tes and 
Outstanding Natural Area/Scenic Area for the Aubrey H i l l s .  Also, 
the Mohawk S0untains and associated sand dunes south of  Interstate 
B are l i s ted  an the State Natural Area Register in cooperation 
with Luke Atr Force Base, gLM's proposed designation of  the 
m0untaln range's extension north o f  the highway as a nstural 
scenic area would compliment ex is t ing  ~snagement of t h e  rest of  
the Mohawk Mountains. 
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I t  ~s the Council's recommendatlon that a designated research area should be 
fenced to exclude livestock grazing to enhance the value of the site as an 
experimental area. Livestock enclosures are rare in Arizona and their 
significance as research sites are invaluable. The Council would be very 
interested in working wilP the BiN in establishing appropriate boundaries for 
viable research areas on the above mentioned sites. 

Issue 4: LAND OWNERSHIP ADJUSTMEN'[ 
Arizona State Parks Board endorses the proposed land exchange (involvin 9 
Pillsburg Point, Windsor Area, Thompson Bay Area and Lower Oak Creek Site) 
between BLM, Arizona State Land Department and Arizona State Parks. 

We believe, that in addition to this situation, every effort should be 
undertaken to assure that all private Inholdings within the remainder of Lake 
Havasu State Part east to AZ Hwy 95 are acquired, through exchange process, by 
the Bureau of Land Management, The consolidation of Lake Harass State Park 
south of "Contact Point" (TI3N RBOW $23 GSRBM, see attachment i )  should be 
imperative. The inevitable development of the private properties wi l l  only 
serve to segment the area and alter In a detrimental manner the public 
recreation, wildlife and v i sua l  resources that presently exist. 

The Arizona State Parks has identlf~ed through a public planning process the 
desirability of extending the present boundaries of Lake Wavasu State Path 
eastward to AZ Hwy. g5 (see attachment l ) .  

The Arizona State Parks Board recommends that all federal lands within the 
proposed Yuma Crossing Park be identified (see attachment 2). Once these 
lands are Identified, we would encourage BiB to offer use of these lands to 
either the City of Yuma and/or Arizona State Parks for inclusion in the 
development of the "fuma Crossing Park". 

Issue 6:BECREATIO0 
The Arizona State Parks Board recommends that BLM identify and f i le  for 
necessary ~ater rights along the Colorado River to assure existing and future 
public recreation use. 

Issue 7: WILD£RHESS 
The Natural Areas Advlsory Council supports the 9LM's proposal to recommend 
the ChemehuevilNeedles gsd, Cactus Plain WSA and Kofa Uni t  d WSA as 
wilderness. However, the Council also supports these additional WSA's as 
wilderness: 

Swansea 
East Caclus Plain 

Crossman Peak 
Whipple Mountains Addition 

Gibraltar Mountain 
South TriBe Rountains 

Trlgo Mountains 
Nugglns Mountains 

If these areas are not designated as wilderness, it is recommended that some 
appropriate specie} management prescription be applied to protect the inherent 
natural qualities of each of these areas. 

If we may be of further assistance or you require clarification please do not 
hesitate to contact us, 

Sincerely, 

State Parks Board 

MAR:jb 

361 
Val ley  J e ~ o l o g y  Aaaoc /~ te l ,  Ltd.  

~ g e ~ e t h  K. ~oot ,  D.O* 
m 

4244 Horth l g t h  Avenue 
Phoenix, Arizona 85015 
Telephone 26g-gdU5 

829 E. Unive r s i ty  Drive 
Mesa, Arizona 85203 
Telephone 836-9575 

May 14, 1985 

Yums D i s t r i c t  
3ureau of Land Management 
P. o, Box 5680 
Yuma, Arizona UB36G 

TO Whom I t  ~ay Concern: 

I r e c e n t l y  have been made aware of the Bureau of Land Msnageme~t's 
r eco~enda t l ons  f o r  w i lderness  des igna t lon  f o r  spec i f i c  acres o f  land in  Ar i zona  
including natlo~al forest and high desert  wild lands* It is my unders tanding 
B.L.M. i s  r e q u e s t i n g  pub l i c  c o . e a t  on these  r e e o ~ e n d a t l o n s .  

I am sure as you w i l l  agree i t  i s  not necessary t ha t  I s p e c i f i c a l l y  outline in 
g rea t  depth and d e t a i l  my support  for the acreage of wi lderness  land in  ques t ion ,  
l would merely l i k e  to  convey to you my complete wholehearted support for  t h i s  
e f f o r t  as I am concerned about the p r e se rva t i on  of our wi lderness  areas  so that  
they may r e . i n  unspoi led  for  fu tu re  gene ra t i ons .  

f will be c l o s e l y  fo l l owing  the progress  of  these  r e c o ~ e n d a t l o n s  when they are 
reviewed by oonwresa and hope the f i n a l  d e c i s i o n s  w i l l  be to preserve  these  
des igna ted  wi lderness  a r e a s .  

Very Truly Yours, a . . . . . .  

lenne - -=M 

"KERIbe --P'*"~ 
ec: Senator Barry Ooldwater 

Senator Dermis OeConcini --~ P ~ s ~  
Congressman Zldoa Rudd - - l . * ~  _ 

--URA .... 
xenon SV . 

366 
United States Department of the Interior 

BUREAD OF aECLAMATION 
LOWER COLORADO REGIONAl OFFICE 

P.O. 80X437 
IN REPLY BOULDER CITY. NEVADA 89005 
REFE~ TO LC-420 

500. 

Hemorandu= 

TO: Distr~et Manager, Y~a D/strict Office, Bureau of Land 
Management, P.O, Box 5680, Y~a, Arizona 85365 

From: Regional Direc to r  

Subject: Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Resource Management Plan 

Alte~atlves to B~'S Resource Managemeng Plan ware dlscossed at a meeting 
held April 17, 1985, between repreaentaglves of B~ and staff from the 
Regional Office and the Yuma Projects office of the Bureau of ~clamatlon. 

We concur with B ~ ' s  p r e f e r r ed  a l t e r n a t i v e  to t h e i r  resource  ~nagement  
p lan .  
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OEIGINAL 

LAKE HAVASU CITY, ARIZONA 
TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 26, 1985 

7:00 P.M. 

REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS 

Associated  Report ing o f  Mohave  Coumy  
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THE KOFA UNIT NUMBER 4,  WHICH WAS STUDIED UNDER 

SLIGHTLY DIFFERENT AUTHOHITY, THERE WILL BE NO ACTION 

DEEOM/~NDED ON THAT 980 ACRES; BST, IF, HOWEVER, THE FISH 

AND WILDLIFE SERVICES DESIGNATE THE KOFA AS WILDERNESS, THE 

BLM IS PROPOSING TO T R ~  THIS TO ~ I ~  IN THEIR WILDERNE 

AREA. THE PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATION ON THE REMAINING 15 

ANEAS IS THAT THE AREAS ARE NOT SUITABLE FOR WILDERNESS. 

I BELIEVE THAT CONCLUDES MY PRESENTATION. 

MR. MCCLURE: THANK YOU, JIM. 

IS THERE ANYONE HERE TONIGHT REPRESENTING GOVERNOR 

BABBITT? 

INO RESPONSE. ) 

MR. MCCLURE: ANYONE REPRESENTING ANY MEMBERS 

OF THE CONGRESS2 

INO RESPONSE.) 

MR. MCCLURE: ANYONE REPRESENTING ANY MEMBER 

OF THE STATE LEGISLATURE? 

INO RESPONSE.) 

MR. MCCLURE: ALTHOUGH I DID NOT SET A TIRE 

LIMIT THIS gVENING, I WOULD APPRECIATE IT IF YOU WOULD TRY 

TO LIMIT YOUR COMMENTS TO APPROXIMATELY TEN TO 15 MINUTES. 

YOS MAY SUSMIT WRITTEN STATEMENTS TONIGHT OR AT 

ANT TIME UP UNTIL APRIL 19, AND SO HOW I'LL CALL OUR FIRST 

WITNESS W~O IS MR. NORMAN JACOBSON. 

IF YOU COULD PLEASE STATE YOUR NA/4E AND WHO YOU 
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REPRESENT, IF YOU REPRESENT SOMEONE. 

MR. JACOBSON: MY NA~ IS BRUCE JACOBSON. I 

REPRESENT THE TOWN UP PARKER. I'M THE TOWN ENGINEER FOR 

THE TOWN OF PARKER, ARIZONA, AND THE ISSUES THAT I WOULD LIKE 

TO ADDRESS IS YOUR ISSUE NUMBER FIVE CONCERNING RIGHTS- 

OF-WAY. 

THE QUESTION THAT WE HAVE IS RELATING TO THE TOWN 

OF pARKER. PART OF THE PARKER TOWN OF PARKER LIES WITHIN 

TOWNSHIP S NORTH, RANGE 19 WEST, THAT PORTION OF THE TOWN- 

SHIP OUTSIDE OF THE INDIAN RESERVATION AND THE UTILITY 

CORRIDOR NUMBER 6, WHICH IS ON YOUR MAP NUMBER 8 GOES BASICAL 

THROUGH THIS TOWN SITE. 

WE BROUGHT A HAP AND IT KIND OF ~ THIS. THIS 

CORRIDOR GOES RIGHT THROUGH THE MIDDLE OF TEE TOWN SITE IN 

THAT FASHION. 

THIS IS A TOWN SITE q~WE HAVE BEEN IN THE PROCESS 

OF DOING FOR THE PAST THREE OR FOUR YEARS, PLUS TEE ENVIRON- 

MENTAL STUDIES, AND EVERYTHING THAT GOES BACK FIVE OR SIX 

YEARS THAT WERE DONE BY THE UNIVERSITY OF ARISONA. 

I NOTICE THAT IN TALKING WITH SOME OF THE STAFF 

MEMBERS THAT THEY WERE AWARE OF THIS TOWN SIZE ~ND, THEREEORE 

THEY SUBMITTED AN ALTERNATIVE ROUTE WHICH YOU C~LLE8 UTILITY 

CORRIDOR NUMBER SB, AND YOU MOVED IT OVER TOWARDS THE EASTHRL~ 

EDGE OF OUR TOWN SIEE. 

I'M NOT SURE WHICH ONE IT WOULD REPRESENT, BUT 
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THAT'S WHAT THIS DOES TO OUR TOWN SITE. ~AT WE WOULD LIKE 

TO SUGGEST TO Y0S IS THAT YOU CONSIDER JUST MOVING--ELIMINATI 

UTILITY CORRIDOR NUMBER 6 AS EVEN A POSSIBILITY AND MOVING 

UTILITY CORRIDOR NUMBER 6H ONE MORE MILE TO THE EAST. 

UTILITY CORRIDOR NUMBER 6B AS IT IS SHOWN ON YOUR 

MAP GOES ON THE EASTERLY ONE MILE SECTION OF TOWNSHIP 8 

NORTH, RId~GE 19 WEST; AND W~ WOULD SUGGEST JUST RELOCATING 

THAT TO THE WESTERLY ONE MILE OF TOWNSHIP 8 NORTH, RANGE 

18 WEST. WITH THAT CHANGE, I TSINK THAT THEN THAT WOULD 

CLEAN THE TOWN OF pARKER AND KEEP IT OUT OF THE TOWN LIMITS 

OF THE TOWN OF PARKER. MB HAVE BEEN WORKING WITH THE BLM, 

THE STATE LAND DEPARTMENT ON THIS. WE ARE CURRENTLY GOING 

THROUGH ALL THE 17-STEP PROCESS WITH THE STATE OF ARIZONA, 

AND IT HAS BEEN A LONG PROCESS; AND AT THIS TIME, WE WOULD 

APPRECIATE IT IP YOU WOULD TAKE THAT INTO CONSIDERATION. 

I THINK THAT'S ALL I HAVE, UNLESS YOU HAVE SOME 

QUEHTIONS YOU WOULD LIKE TO ASH. 

MR. MCCLURE: THANK YOU, MR. JACOBSON. I 

APPRECIATE IT. 

OUR NEXT WITNESS IS GERALD SUNT. 

MR. HUNT: MR. HEARING OFFICER, I'M GERALD 

HUNT, AND I TOO REPRESENT THE TOWN OF PARKER AND WOULD LIKE 

TO AMPLIFY TSE REMARKS MADE BY PARKER'S TOWN ENGINEER, MR. 

JACOBSON." 

THE TOWN HAS BEEN GIVING THE CALLER OF THE AREA 
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I TO THE PARKER TOWN SITE THAT WAS REFERRED TO IN MR. JACOBSON'~ 

S REMARKS. THE TOWN IS AWARE THAT IT IS NOT IN FACT A NEW 

Z TOWN SITE. IT'S PRIMARILY AN ANNEXATION OF TEE EXISTING 

4 TOWN SITE. 

5 TITLE 8, CHAPTER 4, ARTICLE 7 WAS AMENDEE BY TEE 

S ARIZONA STATE LEGISLATURE ON JULY 27, 1883, AND THAT PAPTICOL; 

7 AMEHDMRET PROVIDES AS TCLLOWE; "NOTWITHSTANDING ANY PEOVISII 

8 OF THIS ARTICLE, TO THE CONTRARY, AMY TOWN INCORPORATED 

S PRIOR TO 1850 WHICH HAD A POPULATION OF LESS THAN 2,000 

I0 BY THE 1970 CENSUS AND WHICH I2 BORDERED OH AT LEAST THREE 

II SIDES BY INDIAN LANDS MAY ANNEX BY ORDINANCE TERRITORY OWNED 

12 BY THE STATE WITHIN THE SAME COUNTY FOE A NEW TOWN SITE 

13 WHICH IS NOT CONTIGUOUS TO THE EXISTING EOUND~RIES OF THE 

14 TOWN." 

. TH,SPWOVIBIUNWH EAPEUIALLT INACTEUFOETRETGWE 

,E OF PARKER AND ~ THE TORN OF PARKER TO JUMP THAT ANNEX. 

17 

Z8 

19 

SO 

21 

2R 

23 

24 

2~ 

PARKER WAS INCORPORATED IN JUNE OF '48 AND HAD LESS THAN 2,00 

'PEOPLE BY THE 1970 CENSNS AND IS COMPLETELY SURROUNDED EY 

THE RESERVATION FOR TEE COLORADO RIVER INDIAN TRIBES. 

ON MARCH 6, 1984, THE COMMON COUNCEL OF THE TOWN 

OF FAR,BE ADOPTED THEIR ORDINANCE, 179, AND IT ENCOMPASSED 

THE AREA DESCRIBED EY THE TOWN ENGINEER IN WHICH THE CGERDNT 

HTILITY'S CORRIDORS ARK AT LEAST PROSPECTIVELY PLANNED. 

TEE ATTORNEY GENERAL FOR THE STATE OF ARIZONA ON 

APRIL 9, 1984 CERTIFIED THE PROCEDURE, WHICH THE TOWN HAD 
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FOLLOWED, INCIDENT TO THAT ANNEXATION WHICH THE TOWN OONSIDER~ 

TO RE AN INTEGRAL PART OF THE TOWN. OUR OBVIOUS CONCERN 

IS TEAT YOUE UTILITY CORRIDORS DO NOT INVADE THE TOWN PEOPERT% 

I'VE ASKED THE TOWN TO ALSO PROVIDE A LIST OF TEE 

EXPENDITURES, WHICH THE TOWN HA2 BEEN TO DATE, INCIDENT 

TO OUR NEW TOWN SITE, AND THAT TOTAL COMES TO $95,648.86. 

THESE EXPENDITURES STARTED FROM APRIL OF ~78 AND CONTINUE 

TO DATE ANE ARE CONTINUING. 

THE TOWN ENGINEER HAS ONGOING EXPENSES THAT ARE 

AT LEAST AT THIS TIME $10,808, AND THERE'S BEEN EXTENSIVE 

RNZONING FOR PROPER AND SOUND ZONIEG PROGRAMs FOR TEE AREA 

BEFORE THE STATE LAND WILL AUTHORIZE TEE SALE OF TEE PROPERTY 

THOSE FIGURES WE FEEL ARE IMPORTANT NOT ONLY TO SHOW THAT 

THE COMMITMENT TO THE TOWN OR HY THE TOWN HAS BEEN ONGQXWG 

EUT FOR THE TOWN OF PARKER, WHICH HAS A BUBSTRETIAL FINANCIAL 

COMMITMENT. 

ONE COMMENT I ALSO FEEL THAT'S NECESSARY TO BE 

MADE IS TEE RELATIONSHIP WITH THE INDIANS. AB I MENTIONED, 

WE ARE COMPLETELY SURROUNDED ~T THE RESERVATION. ON 

DECEMEER 8, 1983, THE COLORADO RIVER INDIAN TEIEES BROUGHT 

AN ACTION IN THE UNITED STATES DISTEICT COURT, IN THE'DISTRIC 

OF ARIZONA, FOR THE TOWN OF PARKER, WHICH RAISED SERIOUS 

QUESTIONS ABOUT THE TOWN'S JUB~D~T~(~ OVER ALL LAND WITHIN 

THE TOWN SITE. 

AT THIS TIME, THE TOWN HAS FILED AN APPROPRIATE 
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RESPONSE AND A COUNTERCLAIM. THE TOWN LOOKS FORWARD TO 

THIS LAWSUIT AS AN APPROPRIATE FORM TO WHICH TO RESOLVE 

THE UNCERTAINTY WHICH HAS BEEN CREATES BY THE COLORADO RIVER 

INDIAN TRIBES' CLAIMS TO JUEISDIETIONS OVER PERSONS AND 

LAND WITHIN THE TOWN SITE. 

THIS PARTICULAR MATTER IS SET FOR PRETRIAL OONFERENOI 

IN THE DISTRICT COURT ON MARCH 7 OF THIS YEAR, AND THERE 

IS ALSO AN APPEAL FROM AN EARLIEE COURT IN THE SAME MATTER 

WHICH PLANS TO BE HEARD ON MARCH 14 EY THE U.E. COUET OF 

APPEALS IN SAN FRANCISCO. 

~T IS ANTICIPATES THAT REGARDLESS OF TEE OUTCOME 

THAT THIS MATTER WILL ULTIMATELY HAVE TO BE RESOLVED BY 

THE UNITED STATES 2UPREME COURT. OUR CONCERN IS THIS: IF 

THE TOWN FAILS TO MAINTAIN ITS POSITION AND LOSES, IT IS 

REASONABLE TO ASSUME THAT DEVELOPMENT OF THE NEW TOWN SITE 

PROPERTY WILL HAVE A SIGNIFICANT IMPACT AND A REVIEW WHICH 

BEQUIRNS ADDITIONAL 1MPACT AND THE EX?ENDITUME OF ADDITIONAL 

FUNDS TO ACCELERATE ITS DEVELOPMENT. 

WE ARE CONCERNED SINCE BOTH THE ELM AND THE BUREAU 

OF INDIAN AFFAIRS ARE INCLUDED IN THE DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR 

THAT WE ARE HOPEFUL THAT THE DUTY REICH FOE HAVE TO THE 

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS WON'T INTERFERE IN ANY WAY WITH 

THE TOWN SITE'S DEVELOPMENT. 

ONE LAST COMMENT THAT I HAVE HAS TO DO WITH THE 

SCORE 400 RACE WHICH WILL BE LATER DISCUSSED. THE TOWN 

Associated Reporting o f  Mohave County 
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WANTS TO MAKE IT A MATTEE OF RECORD THAT IT WMOLEHEARTEDLE 

SUPPORTS THE SCORE 4OO. IT SUPPORTS THE EXISTING COURSE 

SITE AND IT SUPPORTS THE--HAVING MADE PERMANENT THE EXISTING 

COURSE SITE. 

MR. EXAMINER, AT THIS TIME, I'D LIKE TO OFFER THE 

TOWN'S FIRST EXHIEIT, WHICH IS ORDINANCE 179, CERTIFIED 

EY THE ATTORNEY GENERAL ANNEXING THE LAND IN QUESTION; AND 

ALSO EXHIBIT HUMBER 2, WHICH IS THE ITEMIZED LIST OF THE 

TOWN OF PANEERtS EXPENDITURES INCIDENT TO TEE DEVELOPMENT 

OF THAT LANE. 

MR. MCCLUBE: THANE YOU. OUR NEXT WITNESS 

WILL BE HAL FISH. 

MR. FISNI HAL FISH, PRESIDENT OF THE SCORE 

INTERNATIONAL. I WOULD LIKE TO REQUEST TEAT YOU LEAVE TEE 

SCORE PANEER 4DE IN TEE PLAN AS IT IS DESIGNATED AND THAT 

IN THE FUTURE THAT MYSELF AND MEMBERS OF THE COMMUNITY WOULD 

NAVE AN OPPORTUNITY AT LEAST SIX MONTHS IN ADVANCE TO REVIEW 

ANY ADDITIONAL STIPULATIONS THAT MIGHT EE PRESENTED UPON 

US ON TEE COURSE ITSELF OR THE RUNNING OF THE RACE. 

I PEEL THAT THERE's A GOOD EXAMPLE: FOR THE LAST 

12 YEARS OF AN ORGANIZATION SUCH AS THE SCORE INTERNATIONAL, 

TEE COMMUNITY OF PANKEE WITH THE--WITH TEE BUREAU OF LAND 

MANAGEMENT AND DIFFERENT AGENCIES TO HAVE SUCH AN EVENT 

CORE ABOUT, AND I THINE WE'VE PROVEN THAT WE CAN WORE TOGETHE 

AND ONE IS THAT WE RAVE ENOUGH TIME TO BOTH KNOW WHAT IT 
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IS WE'RE EXPECTING OF EACH OTHER. 

AGAIN, I'D LIKE TO REQUEST THAT THE COUKSE AS A-- 

AS DESIGNATED RE,lAIN IN THE PLAN. THAT'S IT. THANK YOU. 

HA. MCCLURE: THANK YOU. SILL CHAHNLET. 

MR. CS~RNLEY: MY KA~4E IS BILL CHARELEY. I 

SAVE A CONCESSION ON THE CALIFORNIA SIDE ON RLR LAND OF 

THE PARKER STRIP AND WE WILL HAVE A FORMAL WRITTEN STATEMENT 

THAT WE WILL BE PUTTING TOGETHER AND WHICH WILL HE MAILED IN 

PLENTY OF TIRE FOR OUR IDEAS OF DIFTHRENT CONCESSIONAIRES. 

THE REASON I'M UP SERE TONIGHT IS TO SUPPORT THE SCORE 

400, WHICH HAS A DEFINITE FINANCIAL IMPACT TO OUR AREA 

OF PARKER, AND AT THAT TIME OF THE YEAR, HE NEED THE ROSINESS. 

THERE YOU. 

MR. MCCLURE: THANK YOU. R.T. FEET. 

MR. FEET: I'LL PASS IN LIEU OF A WRITTEN STATE- 

MENT WHICH I'LL SUPPLY LATER. 

MR. NCCLORE: TH~NK YOU. HERE GARLITZ. 

MR. GA~ITZ: MY NAME IS HERE EAR, ITS. I L~VE 

AT BULLHEAD CITY, G-A-R-L-I-T-Z. I WANT TO THANK THE ELM 

FOR GIVING US AN OPPORTUNITY TO COME AND EXPRESS OUR VIEWS. 

i THINK THIS IS DEMOCRACY IN ACTION. WHEN I CANE IN 

TI~DOOR, MR. BELT ASKED RE WHO I WAS REPRESENTING, AND I 

TOLD HIM I WAS JUST A LOOSE CANNON, 

I WOULD LIKE TO SPEAR TONIGHT FOR SIX OR SEVEN 

MINUTES ON THE PROBLEM OF GRAZING DOMESTIC LIVESTOCK ON THE 

Aasorlated Reporting o f  Mohave  County 

LOWER RAINFALL DESERT OF WESTERN ARIZONA, NOW, I'M SPEAKING 

SPECIFICALLY ABOHT THE AREAS THAT RAVE FROM FOUR TO MAYBE 

SIX INCHES OF AVERAGE ANNUAL RAINFALL. 

I HAVE A COUPLE OF PARERS THAT I WOULD LIKE TO 

PRESENT TO KIND OF SUMMARIZE WHAT I'M GOING TO SPEAK ABOUT, 

BUT I'D LIKE TO ~ A NOTION OF MY REMARKS ABOUT THE EOONOMI 

OF GRAZING ON YOUR MORE ARID SESERT LANDE. 

NOW, I DO HAVE TEN OR 12 COPIES OF THESE PAPERS, 

WHICH I'LL PUT ON THE BACK TABLES FOR YOU FOLKS WHO ARE 

INTERESTED IN THAT, AT LERST TEN OR 12 OF YOU CAR GET THESE, 

AND THEN I'M GOING TO ASK THAT THESE BE ENTERED AS PART 

OF THE REARING. S0HE 30 YEARS AGO WHEN I WAS FARMING AND 

RANCHING IN WEST TEXAS, I GRAZED CATTLE CO~4ERCIALLy ON 

LOWER RAINFALL DESERT RANGE LANDS MUCH 51KE A GREAT DEAL 

OF WESTERN ARIZONA. 

I CAN ASSURE YOU THAT THE OPPORTUNITY FOR ECONOMIC 

GAINS APE NOT VERY MUCH. THE FEES THAT PRIVATE GRAZIERS 

PAY TO THE PUBLIC-FOR THE USE OF RA~ES. THAT INCLUDES ALL 

RANGES OF FOREST SERVICE AND THE BLM, ARE AT THIS PRESENT 

TIRE RELATIVELY SMALL, AND THERE'S NOT A GREAT RETURN TO 

THE PUBLIC FOR THAT GRAZING. 

MOW, WE DO NOT OPPOSE, AND, IN FACT, WE SUPPORT 

GRAZING ON RANGE LANDS THAT SAY HAVE SEVEN INCHES OR MORE 

EVERY JANUARY AND IN THE FALL. WE BELIEVE THAT MODERATE 

AND WELL-Mh~AGED GRAZING ON SUCH LANDS IS CONSISTENT WITS 
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WILDLIFE VALUES AND THAT IT IS CGNSISTHRT WITH OTHER MULTIPLE 

USES OF THE LAND. 

WE FEEL--I'M NOT AN ENVIRONRENTALIST. I RELIEVE 

TEAT WE SHOULD USE OUR RESOURCES, BUT I THINK THE LOW HAIWFAL 

DESERT IS AR EXCEPTION, AND IN MOSAVE COUNTY WE HAVE 17 

RAINFALL STATIONS THAT RECORD THE RAINFALL FOR THE AREA 

THEY REPRESENT. 

OUT OF TEE 17, FIVE OF THOSE STATIONS ABE IN AREAS 

THAT SAVE LESS THAN SEVEN INCHES OF HAINFALL; THREE ARE 

IN AREAS THAT HAVE LESS THAN FIVE INCHESI AND TWO ARE IN 

ABEAS THAT HAVE AN AVERAGE ANNUAL PRECIPITATION OF LESS 

THAN FOUR AND A THIRD INCHES PER YEAR. THOSE ARE THE AREAS 

THAT I BELIEVE WE SHOULD NOT HAVE ANY GRAZING AT ALL OF 

LARGE DOMESTIC ANIHALS. 

THERE'S A NOHAHS OF ECOLOGICAL REASONS, AND WHEN 

YOU THINK THAT THE PRIVATE RANCHER OR THE PRIVATE GRAZIER 

THAT IS ATTEMPTING TO UTILIZE THOSE DESERT RANGES, OVER 

THE LONG RUN, IS NOT GOING TO HAVE MUCH OF AN ECONOMIC GAIN 

FROM IT, AND THE FACT THAT THE INFLUX OF PEOPLE IN WESTERN 

ARIZONA HAS INCREASED THE VALUE OF THOSE KIND OF RANGES 

FOR RECREATION AND FOR AESTHETIC REASONS, WE THINK THAT 

ANY GRAZING FEES THAT MIGHT BE PAID TO THE FUSLIC BY THE 

PRIVATE GRAZIER ARE SUBSTANTIALLY LESS THAN WHAT THE AEETHET: 

AND RECREATIONAL LOSS IS TO THE PUBLIC. 

I'M SPEAKING ABOUT CAMPING, BACKPACKING, PHOTOGRAPHY 
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YOU NAME IT. I KNOW MY WIFE AND I, EVERY YEAR WE SPEND 

QUITE A FEW DAYS OUT IN THE LOWER RAINFALL DESERT. WE'RE 

AMATEUR PHOTOGRAPHERS AND WE TAKE A GReAT-DEAL OF PLEASNRE 

OUT OF TA~ING PICTURES OF THE H£IZZANDS END THE FLURRIES 

AND THE SNAKES AND THE BIG HORN SHEEP, ESPECIALLY THE BIG 

HORN SHEEP. I'M ROT GOING TO GO INTO A LOT OF ECONOMIC-- 

I WEAR ECOLOGICAL REASONS ARD BIOLOGICAL RE~SO~SUF WHY I 

BELIEVE THAT LIVESTOCK GRAZING ON THOSE LIMITED AREAS THAT 

I'VE TALKED ABOUT SHOULD NOT HE ALLOWEO AT ALL, RUT THOSE 

OF YOU WHO ARE INTERESTED MIGHT HAVE A CHANCE TO PICK UP 

ONE OF THESE SHEETS FROM THE HACK TABLE. IT HILL EXPLAIN 

IT MORE FULLY. THANK YOU. 

MR. MCCLURE: THANK YOU. OUR NEXT WITNESS 

IS GORDON GILBERTSON. 

MR. GILBERTSONI MY NAME IS GORDON GILBERTSON. 

I'N HERE AS A TA~ PAYER. I WANTT~COOFLE OF WORDS. 

I FEED THAT THE HIS REPORT WAS VERY GOOD, AND I 

AGREE ON THE AREAS FOR UNSUITABLE WILDERNESS IN THE CBOSSMAN 

PEAK AREA BECAUSE ALL THE AREA THERE I FEEL SHOULD BE 

MANAGED UNDER A MULTIPLE USE ONLTt AND ESPECIALLY TEE 

CROSSMAN BEAK AREA BECAUSE OF THE MINERALIZED AREAS. 

THANK YOU. 

HR. MCCLERE: THANE YOU. I HAVE A DIFFICULT 

TIWE READING THIS NAME. FAT MCGUIRE? 

RE. MCSUIRE: MCG01RE. WE WILL SUBMIT OUR 
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COMMENTS LATER. 

MR, MCCLURE: THANK YOU. DOROTHY MEERIKE~ 

MS. MOSSIER: I AM. DOROTHY MOEHIKE ADD WE ARE 

ALL TAX PAYERS AND I THINE THE PUSLIC SHOULD BE ABLE TO 

HAVE ACCESS TO THIS LAND. I AMSPEAKING-- 

A VOICE: pARDON ME, BUT COULD YOU PLEASE PULL 

THAT DOWN. 

MS. MOERIKE: I THINK ME ALL PAY TAXES AND 

I THINK THE WHOLE PUBLIC SHOULD HAVE ACCESS TO THE PUBLIC 

LAND, I'M SPEAKING OF CROSSMAN PEAK IN GENERAL AND THE 

MINERALIZED AREAS. 

THANK YOU. 

ME. MCCLURE: THANK YOU. AUGUST MOERIKE. 

ME, MOERIKE: I'M AUGUST MOERIKE AND I'M ALSO 

A TAN PAYER. I'M INTERESTED IN THE CROSSMAN PEAK AREA. 

I THINK IT'S A GOOD IDEA ON THIS CONTROL RESOURCE AND ON 

ACCOUNT OF THE UNITED STATES GEOLOGICAL SURVEY THAT WE NEED 

CONTROL UP THERE. 

AS FAR AS THE BEAUTIFICATION, I CAN*T REALLY HNDER- 

STAND THAT BECAUSE THERE AIN'T NO ROADS UP THERE, FOR ONE 

THING, AND YOU GET UP IN ANY OF THE BILLS AND YOU CAN SEE 

THE SANE THING. THANK YOU. 

MR. MCCLURE: THANK YOU. DOTTIE RANDALL. 

MS. RANDALL: THANK YOU. I'D LIKE TO SPEAK 

TO THE ECONOMIC IMPACT OF THE SCORE 400 INTO OUR AREA. PAGE 
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1 INCREASED 14 PERCBNT THIS YEAR OVER LAST YEAR AT THE SAME 

PERIOD AND THAT THE SCORE 400 WEEKEND IS THEIR BEST PERIOD. 

FIFTY-SIX PERCENT OF BEARD'S CHEVRON SALES ARE ON CREDIT 

CARD WHICH DO NOT REFLECT IN BANK DEPOSITS AS THEY A]EE 

DEPOSITED WITH CHEVRON. 

PDQ M~REBT, SCORE WEEKEND, BUSINESS UP 40  PERCENT. 

LANE MANOR MARKET HAS PROVIDED PERCENTAGE INCREASES 

SINCE 1973 FOR THE SCORE 400 WEEKEND. 1985 WAS UP 26 PERCENT 

A & W ROOT BEER, A FAMILY RESTAURANT, SCORE WEEK, 

BUSINESS 300 PERCENT ABOVE NORMAL. 

RIVER ISLAND ILARKET, FEBRUARY 2, 3, AND 4, 1985, 

BUSINESS INCREASED 30 PERCENT. 

DESERT DISTRIBUTING COMPANY, AVERAGE INCREASE FOR 

THE PAST FOUR YEARS, $20,300 TO RETAILERS PER YEAR. 

CATTLEMEN'S RESTAURANT, BUSINESS UP SCORE HEEKENO 

53 PERCENT. 

LITTLE BROWN JUG, CONVENIENCE MARKET, BUSINESS 

SALES DOUBLED SCORE WEEKEND. 

BRANDING IRON RESTAURANT AND THE VIP LOUNGE, SCORE 

WEEKEND AND PRETESTING, INCREASE PROFITS $8,000. 

ANN THOMPSON, OWNER OF GRANDMA'S KITCHEN, PREPARED 

AN OPEN LETTER TO THE SUREAE OF LAND MANAGEMENT WTTH SOME 

CONCERNS ON CLOSING AREAS TO SPECTATORS. ANN COPIED THE 

OPEN LETTER AND ACQUIRED 189 SIGNATURES OF INDIVIDUALS WHO 

ALSO HAVE THE SAME CONCERNS. 

Associated Reporting o f  Mohave County 
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77 OF THE YUMA DISTRICT RESOURCE MANAGEMENT pLAHO~APrAC~SSKS 

AN ESTIMATE BY THE BUREAU OF THE VISITOR EXPENDITURES ~[ADE 

IN THE LOCAL PARKER ECONOMY, INCLUDING EXPENDITURES FOE 

TEST RUNS BY PARTICIPANTS FOR THE SCORE 400 TO BE ABOUT 

$125,000, 

A VOICE: WOULD YOU SPEAK MORE INTO THE MIRE. 

MS. RANDALL: WE HAVE SEVERAL STATEMENTS WE 

WILL SUBMIT THAT MAT ASSIDT IN REEVALUATING THAT EXPENDITURE 

AND THE LOCAL ECONOMIC IMPACT OF THE SCORE 400. 

WE RAVE A LETTER FROM J.L. STECKMAN, MANAGER OF 

THE FIRST INTERSTATE BANK OF ARIZONA, PARKER SRANCH, WHEREIN 

BE STATES THAT HE'D RECEIVED DEPOSIT FIGURES FROM THE LOCAL 

FINANCIAL INSTITUTES AND IN AN ATTEMPT TO ASCERTAIN THE 

ECONOMIC IMPACT OF THE SCORE 400 IN THE FARKEH AREA. 

USING JANUARY 14 AS THE BASE INDICATOR, EACH 

SUBEQUHNT WEEK'S DEPOSITS WERE TOTALED WITH THE FINAL WEEK 

BEING FEBRUARY ii. THE COMBINED INCREASE COMPARISON REFLECTS 

AN OVERALL INCREASE IN BANK DEPOSITS OF $1,751,0O0, WHICH 

MAY BE ATTRIBUTED TO THE SCORE 400. 

A STATEMENT FROM NESTERN ARIZONA DISTRIBUTING, 

THAT THEIR PACKAGE SALES TO THE RETAILERS THE TWO WEEKS 

PRIOR TO THE RACE WERE INCREASED BY 75 PERCENT OVER THE 

FIRST TWO WEEKS OF THE MONTH. A DOLLAR INCREASE OF $25,216. 

A STATEMENT BY BEARD'S CHEVRON GASOLINE STATION, 

STATING THAT THE GALLONAGE PUMPED DUHING SCORE 400 WAS 
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WE HAVE A COUPLE OF OTHER LETTERS THAT HAVE SEEN 

DIRECTED TO THE BUREAU THAT WE'RE ADDING. WE DON'T KNOW 

IF ONE OF THEM WAS ACTUALLY DENT TO THE BUREAU OR JUST TO 

US. THEY DO NOT RAVE ANY RELATION TO THE ECONOMIC IMPACT, 

BUT SINCE THEY'RE ADDRESSED AND ARE ADDRESSING TEE SCORE, 

WE'RE GOING TO GIVE YOU THOSE, ALSO. 

PETITIONS ARE BEING CIRCULATED IN OUR COMMUNITY, 

WHICH WILL BE PRESENTED TO THE YUMA DISTRICT OF THE BUREAU 

OF LAND MANAGEMENT, RELATING TO THE STIPULATIONS PLACED 

ON THE 1985 SCORE 400. 

WE'RE AWARE THAT A VAST NUMBER OF INDIVIDUALS HAVE 

SIGNED THIS PETITION AND THAT THEY WILL HE SUBMITTED TO 

THE RUREAU WITHIN THE NEXT 30 DAYS. TREY'RE GOING TO BE 

SUBMITTED TO YOU BY LOCAL SERVICE ORGANIZATIONS. 

I'D LIKE TO READ WHAT THE PETITION SAYS TO GET 

IT IN TIIE RECORD. 

![%~E FOLLOWING STATEMENT AND SIGNATURES CONSTITUTES 

A PETITION BY CONCERNED CITIZENS OF THE UNITED" STATES OF 

AMERICA, WHICH WILL BE PRESENTED TO THE UNITED STATES 

GOVERNMENT, BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT AND OTHER GOVERNMENTAL 

ENTITIES AND OFFICIALS, WHICH EXPRESSES OUR DISAPPROVAL 

OF TEE STIPULATIONS PLACED ON THE 1985 SCORE 400 DESERT 

ROAD RACE IN PARKER, ARIZONA FOR THE FOLLOWING REASONS: 

HUMBER ONE, STIPULATING WHERE TEE PITS WILL BE 

LOCATED AND HOW THEY WILL BE ACCESSED ON RACE DAY, WITHOUT 
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HAVING CONSULTED THE RACING FRATERNITY OR THE SPONSOR, CREATE 

SAFETY PROBLEMS ONFORSEEN BY THE BUREAU OF LAND ~L~NAGEMENT. 

NUMBER TWO, FORECLOSURE OF LONG-TIM~ ~:(ISTI~G I ~  ~D 

PUBLIC USAGE IS INCONSISTENT OF THE BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

POLICIES AND INFRINGES ON THE PUBLIC'S RIGHT TO THE USE 

OF THE PUBLIC LAND. IN ADDITION, OVERCROWDING IN THE DESIGNA' 

SPECTATOR AREAS CREATES A HAZARD TO THE HEALTH AND SAFETY 

OF ALL CONCERNED AND UNDOUBTEDLY IMPACTS THE LAND IN THOSE 

ANERS. 

NUMBER THREE, EXCESSIVE CONTROLS ON RACERS A~D 

SPECTATORS WILL DISCOURAGE INVOLVEMENT IN FUTURE EVENTS 

AND SEVERELY RA/4AGE THE ECONOMY OF THE ENTIRE AREA, INCLUDING 

BLYTHR, CALIFORNIA AND LAKE HAVASU CITY, ARIZONA. 

NUMBER FOUR, PROPOSED STIPULATIONS FOR FUTURE EgENTS 

SHOULD BE MADE AVAILABLE TO THE PUBLIC NO LATER THAN SIX 

MONTHS PRIOR TO THE EVENT A/4D PUBLIC HEARINGS HELD FOR INPUT 

FROM THE PUBLIC. " 

THANK YOU. 

ME. MCCLURE: DENNIS, HAVE ANY OTHER PEOPLE 

SIGNED UP? IS THERE ANYONE IN THE AUDIENCE THAT WISHES 

TO SPERM THAT HAS NOT SIGHED UP? 

YOU HAY APPROACH THE PODIUM. 

MR. CUMMINGS: THANK YOU, MR. EXAMINER. MY 

NAME IS GEORE F. DAVIS CUMEINGS AND I'M FROM BULLHEAD CITY. 

I'M NOT HERE 0FFICI;LLLY REPRESENTING AMY GROUP. I'M /iPHEREI~ 

Associated Reporting of Mahave County 

ESSENTIALLY AS A PRIVATE CITIZEN AND AT THE REQUEST OF SOME 

OF THE EXECUTIVE OFFICERS OF THE BULLHEAD CITY CHAMBER OF 

COMMERCE. 

I'M CERTAIN MR. PETERBON IS AWARE THAT BULLHEAD 

CITY IS ONE OF THE MOST FJ%PIDLT GROWING AND DEVELOPING AREAS 

OF THE UNITED STATES AND INDEED UNDER SOME OF THE ALTEREATIRE 

AND PROPOSALS THAT HARE HEEN BROUGHT FORTH, A NUMBER OF 

SECTIONS OF THE BLM MANAGED PROPERTY IN THE BULLHEAD CITY 

AREA ARE SLATED FUR DISPOSITION, WHICH MEANS THIS WILL 

ULTIMATELY BE EITHER TURNED OVER TO THE STATE OR MADE RVAILA~ 

FOR PRIVATE DELOPMENT. 

HOWEVER, THEME ARE OF THE REPROXIMATELY NINE SECTIO~ 

OF LAND IN THE BULLHEAD CITY Ir~CINITY, THERE ARE SIX OF 

THEM THAT ARE IN THIS CATEGORT THAT ARE SLATED FOR DEVELOPME5 

THERE ARE THREE OTHER SECTIONS, AND THOSE ARE THE SECTIONS 

I WISH TO ADDRESS ABOUT THIS EVENING. 

THESE ARE LOCATED IN TOWNSHIP 20 WORTH AND THEY 

ARE SECTIONS 12, SECTION 30, AND SECTION I0, WHICH IS IN 

I BELIEVE RANGE--JIM, IF YOU COULD HHLP ME. IS THAT 22 

OR 23? 

MR. 51AT : TWENTY-TWO. 

MR. CUMMINGS: THESE ARE THE THREE SECTIONS 

THAT HAVE RIVER FRONTAGE IN THEM. AGAIN. I'M GOING TO USE 

A GENERIC TERM. I}M AWARE OF THE SPECIFIC CLASSIFICATIONS, 

BUT THOSE ARE THE AREAS I WISH TO ADDRESS YOU IN REGARDS 
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TO THIS EVENING. 

I BASICALLY WANT TO SAY THAT THEME IS SENTIMENT 

ON MY PART AND FROM MEMBERS OF THE cHAMBER OF COM~RCE WHICH 

MIGHT STRIKE YOU AS UNUSUAL, BUT THESE AREAS SHOULD BE HELD 

FOR RECREATION AND PUBLIC PURPOSES, THAT THE EFFORTS OF 

ME. MAY AND MR. PETERSON IN MAKING THESE pARK AREAS AND 

BALL DIAMONDS AND THE CSL~MBER OF COMMERCE AREAS ROTARY PARK 

WORKING WITH MR. ADAMS, WHO COULD NOT BE HERE THIS EVENING, 

AND COORDINATING WITH FISH AND GAME TO HAVE SECTION I0 MADE 

HOME SORT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE AREA; THAT THOSE EFFORTS 

SHOULD BE SUPPORTED AND THAT THEY SHOULD BE PART OF ANY 

ALTERNATIVE ADOPTED BY THE BUREAU, AND THAT IS ESSENTIALLY 

NOT ONLY TO THE CONTINUED DEVELOPMENT OF THE SECTION SLATED 

FOR DEVELOPMENT BUT TO THE WELL-BEING OF BULLHEAD CITY AS 

A COMMUNITY. 

THERE IS A GREAT DEAL OF RIVER FRONT IN BULLHEAD 

CITY, BUT A GREAT DEAL HAS GOT VERY EXPRNSI~IE HOMES A~U 

WEEKEND RETREATS BUILT ON THEM, BUT THOSE WHO ARE YOKNG 

AND CAN'T AFFORD A LOT OF RIVER FRONT PROPERTY, WE NEED 

THESE PUBLIC AREAS SET AHIDH, AND THE EFFORTS OF THH BUREAU 

OF LAND MANAGEMENT IN KEEPING THESE AREAS SET ASIDE NEED 

TO BE FURTHERED AND ENCOURAGED, 

I JUST WANT TO EXPRESH MY PUBLIC EFFORTS IN HELPING 

WITH THE VARIOUS CO~94UNITY ORGANIZATIONS, SUCH AS THE CHAMBEH 

OF COMMERCE AND THE ROTARY CLUH A/{D ALL OTHERS THAT ARE 

Associated ReportinH of Mohave County 
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INVOLVED IN MARING CERTAIN THAT THESE AREAS ARE SET ASIDE 

FOR RECREATION PURPOSES AND PUBLIC PURPOSES, AS OPPOSED 

TO AREAS SET ASIDE FOR SOME SORT OF PRIVATE INVOLVEMENT 

OR DEVELOPMENT. 

THANK YOU. 

MR. MCHLUME: THANK YOU. 

MR. CUMMINGS: IF I MIGHT ADD ONE OTHER ITEM. 

I AM AN ATTORNEy BY TRADE AND THAT UNFORTUNATELY PUTS ME 

AT TIMES IN AM ADVERSARIAL REALTIONSHIP WITH THE TWO OENTLEM~ 

HACK THERE, AND I WANT TO EXPRESS MY PERSONAL SUPPORT FOE 

THEM AND EXPRESS MY HONEST FEELINGS THAT I HAVE REALLY IN 

ALL MY DEALINGS WITH VARIOUS GOVERNMENT MEMBERS. I*VE NEVER 

MET TWO GENTLEMEN WHO I FELT MERE MORE PROFESSIONAL AND 

MORE KNOWLEDGEABLE, AND I'M NOT GOING TO SAY ANYMORE IN 

FEAR THEY'LL GET PROMOTED ~/~D WE'LL LOSE THEM. 

THANE YOU. 

MR. MCCLHRE: IS THEME ANYONE ELSE THAT WISHES 

TO SPEAK? 

(NO RESPONSE. ] 

MR. MCCLURE: IF NOT, I WANT TO THANK ALL OF 

HOD FOE ATTENDING THIS EVENING. YOUR VIEWS WILL BE PART 

OF THE PERMANENT RECORD WHICH WILL REMAIN OPEN FOR FURTHER 

STATEMENTS OR LETTER UNTIL APRIL 19, 1985. 

AGAIN. IF YOU WISH TO WRITE, YOU SHOULD ADDRESS 

YOUR LETTER TO THE RMP TEAM LEADER, ELM, yUMA DISTRICT, 

Assoctated R e p o r U n g o f M o h a v e C o u n t y  
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P.O. BOX 5680, yUMA, ARIZONA 85364. 

THIS HEARING IS NOW CLOSED. THANK YOU VENY MUCH 

FOR YOUR ATTENDANCE. 

(WHEREUPON THE ELM HEARING WAS CONOLUDED.I 

A s J o c l a t e d  Reporting o f  Mohave County 
p c  pox la56 
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PUBLIC HEARING TRANSCRIPTS 

(ORIGINAL] 

PURLIC HEARING UNDER THE AUTHORITY OF THE 

SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR CONCERNIND THE 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR THE BUREAU*S 

YUHA DISTRICT, HELD AT BLYYHE, CALIFORNIA, 

FEBRUARY 27, 1985, AT THE HOUR OF 7:00 P.M. 

AT RUTH BROWN SCHOOL CAFETORIUMt 2N| NORTH 

7TM STREET, ELYTHE, CALIFORNIA. 

FR EP,e~qED FOR: BORT COURT REPORTING SERVICE 

YUHA DISTRZCT OFFZCE, ELM Phor4:(602)782~7591 

(ORIGINAS) 
BY: WILLARO J .  BORT 

zl 

3 IMR. MC¢LURE'S OPENING STATENENT 

4 I MR. DELTIS PRESENTATION 

S I PUBL|C CONHENTS 

6 I MR, MCCLURE i SCLOE I NG STATENENT 
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] ANYONE REPRESENTING MEMBERS OF 

2 THE STATE LEGISLATURE? OUR FIRST WITNESS THIS EVENING IS 

3 GOING TO RE MR. DAVE ROBB. IF YOU COULD PLEASE CONE UP 

4 TO THE PODIUM, PLEASE, STATE YOUR NAHE AND WHO YOU REPRESENT~ 

S IF YOU REPRESENT SOMEONE, 

6 MR. ROBS: MY NAME |S DAVE ROBS, 

7 R-O-B-B, AND | IN  A TAXPAYER IN THE STATE. MY TESTIMONY 

S TONIGHT IS TO ACTUALLY CONCUR H|TH BOTH OF WHAT I HAVE HEARD 

9 OF ELM'S PLAN. I FEEL THAT THEY ARE DOING A LOT TO TRY AND 

KEEP TH|5 LAND IN MULTIPLE USE PLANNING, WH|CH SENEFZTS ALL 

OF US, AND ANY OF THEIR PLAN5 THAT IS NOT CONS|STENT W|TH 

THIS | MOULD LIKE TO STRESS THAT ] FEEL THAT IT IS  WRONG TO 

TAKE PART OF THAT AREA OuT OF THE MULTIPLE USE AND PUT IT 

|NYO A NILDERNESS AREA THAT CAN BE USED dUST FOR A FEH PEOPLE, 

LOTS OF PEOPLE BEING UNABLE TO GET INTO THE AREA DUE TO NOT 

HAVING ANY FAC|L|TIES THAT THEY CAN GET IN THERE NITH, SUCH 

AS ROADS OR ANYTH|NG ELSE. ALSO~ THE L[H|T|NG THEN~ AS I 

UNDERSTAND IN THE WILDERNESS AREA, OF SOHE AWFUL GOOD M[HIND 

AREA UP THERE IN THE LAKE HAVASU AREA. 

NOR I HAVE HEARD A LOT OF PEOPLE 

TALK ABOUT THAT AND I FEEL THAT IT IS  NRONG IF THEY ARE GOIND 

TO CLOSE IT OFF AND JUST HAVE IT  FOR ONE BRANCH OF PEOPLE 

AND HOT GIVE ALL OF US A CHANCE TO PARTICIPATE IN THE USE 

OF NHAT WE ARE PAYING TAXES FOR, 

THANK YOU VERY MUCH. 

SORT COURT P.JE~RTI~G SERVICE 
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H R .  MCDLURE: THANK YOU s MR. ROSE. 

RUTH ROSE, ROULD YOU LIKE TO SPEAK? OKAY. THE NEXT SPEAKER 

15 JOSEPH GADLERo 

HR. OASLER: WELLs MY NAME IS dOE 

DABLERe AND LIKE A LOT OF YOU FOLKS, ] $PEHO SOME TIME DOMN 

HERE IH TH;S AREA AND I PAY TAXES, AND THEN I SPEND SOME OF 

MY TIME UP NORTH AND PAY TAKES THERE. IN ANY EVENT, I IH  

PAY|h~ TAXES, 

LIKE WE HAVE ON ALL THE REST OF 

OUR FEDERAL LANDS~ I I H  PAT[E~MY SHARE ON TH|S ONE AND ] 

CONCUR W|TH WHAT THE ELM |S DOING UP TO A CERTAIN PO|NTp 

AS LONG AS |T IE  IN MULTIPLE USE. 

NGH IF |T IE  TURNED OVER TO THE 

N|LDERNESS PEOPLE, AND WE HAVE SOME EXAHPLE$ OF THAT IN THE 

STATE 0P WASHI~TON, AN0 PEOPLE WHO CARRY THESE THINGS AROUND 

(INDICATING) DON~T GET ]NT0 THOSE AREAS BECAUSE YOU CANIT 

GET THAT FAR AFOOT. | CONCUR N|TH NHAT THE ELM |S DOING TO 

THE EXTENT THAT I THINK THAT THIS LAND SHOULD BE LEFT |N 

MULTIPLE USE SO WE ALL HAVE THE OPPORTUNITY TO ENJOY IT.  

THANK YOU. 

MR* MCCLURE: CHARLES LAME, 

MR. LAMB: GOOD EVENING. ]*H 

CHARLES LAMB, I IM THE HUSEUH DIRECTOR FOR THE COLORADO RIVER 

INDIAN TRIBES, AND TH|S EVENING ] IM HERE ON BEHALF OF THE 

TRIBES TO GET SOHETH|NG |NTO THE ORAL TESTIMONY FOR THESE 

BOEI[ COURT ~ R ' r l N G  SF..I~CE 
YLS, L~, ARiZOHA 

~a~: (602) ",'e2-"/S91 
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2 I THE COLORADO RIVER INDIAN TRIBES 

31ARE A LANDOWNER, THEY OWN 27S,000 ACRES DEAD CENTER WITHIN 

4 THE HIDDLE OF THIS STUDY AREJ~. THEY ARE ALSO A GOVERNHENT, 

5 AND THEY ALSO HAVE CULTURAL CONCERNS FOR ALL OF THE AR~AR 

E WITHIN THE YUt¢~ DISTRICT ELM MANAGEMENT PLAN. BECAUSE OF 

7 THIS, THEY FEEL THAT THE CONTINUED INVOLVEMENT OF THE 

TRIBES WITH THE BUREAU OF LJ~ND HANAGEHEHT AT A VERY CLOSE 

LEVEL IS HOST IMPORTANT IN ORDER FOR THIS PLAN TO SUCCEED. 

WE NILL, OF COURSE, SUBMIT WRITTEN 

STATE~4ENT5 WHICH WILL BE PAR DETAILED AND GETTING INTO SOME 

OF THE CULTURAL AREAS AND CULTURAL CONCERNS THAT THE TRIBES 

HAVE, AS WELL AS AREAS OF CONCERN IN WILDERNESS, IN LAND 

USE. 

ALL OF THE LAND PLANNING THINGS 

THAT THE BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEHENT HAS TO DEAL W|THj THEY 

ARE ALL CONCERNS OF THE TRIBES~ $O WE WILL BE SUBHITTIN~ 
I 
I TH(]SE COI~HENTS. THE MAIN COMMENT HERE IS THAT NE DO NEED 

A VERY CLOSE INVOLVEMENT WITH THE 8LMt AND HEeD LIKE THAT 

AT WHATEVER GOVERNMENTAL LEVEL IS POSSIBLE. 

MR. , ~LURE: THANK YOU, HR. 

LAMB. EARL WICKERSHAH. 

MR. NICKERSHAH: leM EARL 

WICKERRHAH AND I I M A  TAXPAYRR IN ARIZONA AND ROLORAORp AND 
I 
I ,  ENDORSE RLH FINDING THE AREA UNFIT FOR WILDERNESS. ] t H  

BOR0r COURT RF, JPORI"IN G 5EI~VI[CE 
YUMmy. ~ N A  

Pl,,o~: (602) 782-7591 

) IN FAVOR OF HULTIPLE USE OF THE AREA. 

2 I THANK YOU. 

3 HR. MCCLURE: MARIE NICKERSHAM. 

4 MRS. WICKERSMAM: I t M A  TAXPAYER 

§ ALSO IN ARIZONA AND COLORADO I THIS WAS HY HUSBAND $PEJ~KING 

E BEFORE MR, AND I FEEL THE SAHE, THAT WE SHOULD HAVE - -  I 

7 ENDORSE THE BLN, FINDIN~ THE AREA UNFIT FOR WILDERNESS, AND 

8 IIM IN FAVOR OF MULTIPLE USE OF THE AREA. 

9 THANK YOU. 

0 HR. MCCLURE: THANK YOU. BILL 

CHRESTHAN. 

2 HR. CHRESTMAN: MY NAHE IS BILL 

3 CHRESTHAN, I 'M A RESIDENT OF QUARTZSITE, ARIZONA, A TAXPAYER 

4 IN CALIFORNIA AND ARIZONA/ AND I 'H  IN FAVOR OF THE MULTIPLE 

5 USE OF THE LAND THAT WE ARE TALKING ABOUT HERE. 

6 THANK YOU. 

MR. NRCLURE: THANK YOU. CLARENCE 

8 GRARELY. 

MR, GRACELY: MY HAHE IS CLARENCE 

GRACELYI , IN  A TAXPAYER IN THE STATE OF ARIZONA, NEH MEXICO 

AND OHI0, AND I WOULD LIKE TO SEE THE AREA REHAIN IN 

MULTIPLE USE, AS IT IS, FOR ALL TO ENJOY. 

MY WIFE AND I HAVE ENUOYED IT FOR 

THE LAST SIX YEARS AND I WISH IT WOULD REMAIN THE SAHE. 

THANK YOU. 

~ R l [  COURT RJEIPORTIN G SEJRVlCE 
Y ~ ,  ARIZOHA 
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1 HR. HCCLURE: HARGARET GRACRLY. 

2 HRS. GRACELY: I 'H  HARGARET 

3 GRACELY AND l t H  ALSO A TAXPAYER IN OHI0, NEW MEXICO AND 

4 ARIZONA, A CITIZEN OF THE UNITED STATES, AND I IM SECRETARY 

5 AND TREASURER OF THE qUARTZSITE SMALL MINERS AND OPERATORS 

6 ASSOCIATION, AND I ALSO WANT TO SEE THE AREA REtRaIN AS lSl  

7 HULTIPLE USR, FOR EVERYONE TO ENJOY, AND I WANT TO POINT 

E OUT THOUGH THAT THE T ~  AREAS THAT ARE LISTED ON THE KOFA 

D MAP, UNiT ~ AND UNIT ~, SHOULD REMAIN AS IT |S NOW AT THE 

PRESENT TIHE AND NOT RE CHANGED. 

I THANK YOU. 

HR. HCCLURE: THANK YOU. DON 

HCKAY. 

MR. HCKAY: MY NAME IS DON HCKAY, 

I*H A RESIDENT AND TAXPAYER OF QUARTZSITE, ARIZONA I AND 

I HAVE WANDERED THROUGH THIS DESERT AN AWFUL LOT AND I 

NAVENIT SEEN 0NE-HALF OF IT YET. I WOULD LiKE TO BE ABLE 

TO WANDER THROUGH IT FREELY AND I WOULD LIKE TO SEE THIS 

RE/4AIN MULTIPLE USE FOR ALL OF US FOREVER. 

THANK YOU. 

MR. MCCLURE: THANK YOU. E . W .  

BECK. 

MR. BECK: MY NA.qE IS R. W. BECK 

AND I LIVE IN qUARTZ$1TE AND I 'M  A TAKPAYER AND I THINK THE 

BLH IS TRYIhK~ TO DO A WONDERFUL JOB HERE I AND I APPRECIATE 

BUNT COU]RT REPORTING S~VICE 
Yu~.  AR~ONA 
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1 [ WHAT THEY ARE TRYING TO ROn SOT I WOULD LIKE TO SEE ALL THIS 

21REMAIN FOR MULTIPLE USE ONLY. 

31 MR. MCCLURE: THANK YOU. 

4 J HELEN RECK. 

E l  NR5* RECK: I tM HELEN BECK 

E I FROM QUARTZSITE, ARIZONA, AND I 'M  AGAINST H]LDERNESR AND 

i I WOULD LIKE TO HAVE IT STAY AS IS. 

tO HAZEL VINCENT. THANK YOU. 
MR. HCCLURE: THANK YOU. 

[ I I  MRS. VINCENT: I lM HAZEL 

t21VINCEHT, I 'H  A TAXPAYER OF WASHINGTON AND ARIZONA, ALR01 AND 

[3 I I WOULD LIKE TO HAVE THE LAND STAY AS IT IS AND NOT GO INT0 

14 ] THE WILDERNESS. 

L5 I THANK YOU. 

[s i HR. MCCLURR: THANK YOU. DON 

i7 i TODD. 

m l MR. TODD: I IH DON TODD AND 

[911 IM A CITIZEN OF THE UNITED STATES LIKE THE REST OF THE PEOPLE 

~01AROUND HERE* | ALSO BELIEVE THAT WE SHOULD KEEP THIS AS lS 

.)1 I INSTEAD OF CHANGING IT FOR JUST A FEW PEOPLE TO EH~JOY, WHERE 

!2 I ALL OF THE REST OF US CAN HAVE OUR ENJOYHENT. 

~3i SOME PEOPLE - -  IT LOOKS LIKE 

_~4 ISRHEBODY WENT THROUGH A LOT OF EXPENSE AT TAXPAYERS' HONEY, 

!5 I SPENT A LOT OF HONEY HERE I SPENT A LOT OF TIME, USED A LOT OF 

80RT C O ~  RF.JPORTIN G SF~VICE 
~3~A, .*tP, IZONA 
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l I T H E  TAXPAYERS' RESOURCES AND THAT TO MAKE IT BENEFIT A FEW. 

21 MR. HCCLURE: THANK YOU. MARTIN 

3 [ JORDE. 

4J MR. JORDE: MY N~E IS MARTIN 

5 J JORDE, STATE OF OREGON. AS A TAXPAYER OF BOTH OREGON AND 

8iAR]ZOHA IIM AGAINST PUTTING MORE LAND IN WILDERNESS AREA 

71BECAUSE MULTIPLE USE WOULD SERVE A MUCH BETTER PURPOSE. 

THANK YOU. 

HR. MCDLURE: THANK YOU. BOB 

TODD. 

MR. TODD: I 'M BOB TODD, AND I 'M 

A CITIZEN OF THE UNITED STATES AND I PAY TAXES IN THE STATE 

OF WASHINGTON AND ARIZONA BOTH, AND I 'D  LIKE TO SEE IT STAY 

AS IT IS, UNDER LAND MANAGEMENT, WITHOUT THAT - -  I CANtT 

EVEN THINK OF IT NOW - -  WITHOUT THAT OTHER USE. I DON'T 

CARE FOR THAT. 

I IH LIKE THE GENTLEMAN - -  I 'M LIKE 

THE GENTLEMAN OVER THERE FROM WASHINGTOn. I KNOW WHATTH[S 

BIRDWATCHING HAS DONE TO A WHOLE LOT OF OUR COUNTRY, BUT ONLY 

A FEW PEOPLE SEE. 

TNANX YOU. 

MR. MCCLURE: THANK YOU. NATHAN 

JOHNSON, 

MR. JOHNSON: I 'M NATHAN JOHNSON, 

TAXPAYER, AND I RESIDE ]N QUARTZSITE, ARIZONA. I WOULD PREFER 

I ~  COIJRT REPORTING SERVICE 
YU~. AR~O~ 

P h i :  (60~ vS2-7591 

1 TO LEAVE IT IN MULTIPLE USE INSTEAD OF CHANGING IT TO THE 

2 WILDERNESS AREA. 

3 THANK YOU. 

4 MR. HCELURE~ THANK YOU. MARILYN 

5 MCFATE. 

6 MRS. MCFATE: I 'M MARILYN MCFATE 

7 FROM QUARTZSITE, ARIZONA, WHERE I RESIDE, AND I 'D  LIKE TO 

8 SEE THE CONTINUATION OF THE PRESERVATION AND MANAGEMENT OF 

9 THESE LANDS UNDER BLM AND COMPLETELY FDRGET THE WILDERNESS 

PORTION OF IT ENTIRELY BECAUSE AT FIRSTHAND I HAVE SEEN 

WHAT IT'S DONE IN OTHER STATES. THE NIGHTMARES THAT HAVE 

COME UP THROUGH THE BUREAUCRATIC WAYS IS NOT NEEDED 1N THIS 

AREA AT ALL. 

MR. MCCLURE: THANK YOU. JOHN 

HCFATE. 

MR. MCFATE: I 'M JOHN MCFATE. 

PCe, RILYN DOES MOST OF THE TALKING IN DUR F~U~ILY e YOU DAN SEE 

THAT~ BUT I WAS FORCED TO LEAVE MONTANA WHERE ] WAS A TAXPAYER 

ALL MY WORKING LIFE AND I HAD TO COME SOUTH FOR MY HEALTH, 

20 AND I NAVE REALLY ENJOYED THE FREEDOM OF JEERING AROUND. 

I CAN'T WALK ANYMORE AND WE dEEP AROUND AND WE HAVE A GOOD 

TIME AND WE CAN'T SEE WHERE WE'RE DOING ANY DAMAGE TO ANYTHING 

I WOULD LIKE TO NAVE FREE USE AS WE HAVE SEEN IT SO FAR. 

24 WE BOUGHT A PLACE IN qUARTZSITE 

25 AND ARE PAYING TAXES OM IT AND HOPE TO SPEND THE REST OF OUR 

BORT COIJ~T RE~RTING SERVICE 
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I I DAYS HERE, AND WE WOULD LIKE TO SEE THIS OPEN TO ROAH AS 

2 I WE FEEL FREE TO O0 SO. 

3l I 'D  LIKE TO CITE A LITTLE DEAL 

4 I IN MONTANA WHERE WE HUNTED FOR HANY YEARS AND THEY GOT A 

5 I CLOSURE ON IT; IT WAS A REAL GOOD ELK HUNTING, WE COULDNeT 

6~GO IN WITH A dEEP SO MY HUNTERS WALKED A LITTLE BETTER THAN 

TiME - -  SHE ON TOP OF YOU AND SHE GOT CLEAR BACK INT0 THIS 

8IAREA AND THE BIRDS THAT WERE RAMROODZ~IGAND SEEING THAT 

9 I NOBODY GOT IN THERE WERE PARKED BACK THERE AND ALL THEIR 

10 I BUDDIES WAS HUNTING THAT LITTLE BUNCH OF ELK THAT SHE WENT 

l l  J SACK TO SEE IF SHE COULD KNOCK SOME OVER OWl AND WE HAD TO 

12 I GET HORSES AND GET IT OUT, BUT THEY WERE DOING A GOOD dOE OF 

13 IHUNTING IN THERE WHERE WE USED TO HUNT BEFORE THEY CLOSED IT. 

14 ~ THANK YOU. 

15 I MR. MCCLURE: THANK YOU. BERTHA 

16JBOUCHER. DID I PRONOUNCE THAT RIGHT? 

171 MRS. BOUCHER: I tH BERTHA 00UCHER 

18 JAND I 'M A TAXPAYER AND I 'M MUCH IN FAVOR OF THE MULTIPLE 

lg IUSE FOR ALL OF THE AREAS THAT ARE UNDER CONSIDERATION. 

20 J THANK YOU. 

2l I MR. HCCLURE: THANK YOU. GENEVA 

22 ALbREAD. 

24 ALLREAD AND I I M A  TAXPAYER IN WASHINGTON AND ARIZOHAx AND I ' 0  

TO RE94AIN AS IS, MULTIPLE USE. 

BORT COiJI~T P ~ I N G  $1~IRCE 
YuM~, APJZON  ̂

Fao~: [602] 7~2-7591 

MR. MCCLURE: THANK YOU. L . K .  

MCWETHY. 

MR, MCWETHY: MY NAME IS LESLIE 

MCWETHY AND [ RAY TAXES IN ARIZO~ AND COLORADO, BUT ] WANT 

THIS LAND TO STAY FOR MULTIPLE USE. 

MR. MCELURE: THANX YOU. WALTER 

KETCHUM. 

MR. KETCHUM: I*M WALT KETCHUM 

FROM QUARTZSITE, ARIZONA. I PL~VE RESIDED THERE FOR THE LAST 

FOUR YEARS, TAXPAYER IN IDAHO AND ARIZONA, AND I WOULD REQUEST 

THIS BE LEFT IN HULTIPLE USE~ THE LAND THAT'S UP NOW. 

THANK YOU. 

MR. MCCLURE: THANK YOU. O . d .  

WIKSTRDH. 

HR. WIKSTROM. IIM O, d. WIKSTROM 

FROH THE STATE OF WASHINGTON. I 'M LIVING DOWN IN QUARTZSITE 

NOW, AND ] FEEL THAT THEY HAVE CLOSED OFF A LOT OF LAND 

AGAINST THE SENIOR CITIZENS THAT CAN'T HIKE BACK IN, IT'S 

dUST FOR THE YOUNG FELLOW, AND l i d  LIKE TO SEE THE MULTIPLE 

USE FOR THE LAND INSTEAD OF dUST FOR A FEN. 

MR, HCCLURE: THANK YOU. MRS. 

WIKSTROM I WOULD YOU LIKE TO SPEAK? 

MRS. WIKSTROH: I JUST CONCUR. 

MR. MDCLURE: SILL BOSTON. 

MR. BOSTON: l°M BILL BOSTON FROM 

THE STATE OF WASHINGTON, ItM DOWN HERE AT qUARTZSITE VISITING 

BORT COURT REPORTING SERVICE 
y~A, t~JZONA 
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I WITH SOME WONDERFUL FRIENDS THAT [ HAVE DOWN HERE, I ' M  A 

2 TAXPAYER, I 'M PAYING TAXES DOWN HERE WHEN I BUY FUEL, 

3 REGARDLESS OF WHICH WAY I GO, AND ] PAID TAXES AT HOME - -  

4 THEY ARE GETTING HIGHER EVERY YEAR - -  BUT ItD LIKE TO SEE 

5 THIS LAND STAY TO WHERE WE SENIOR CITIZENS CAN GO WHEREVER 

6 WE WANT TO WITHOUT HAVING TO WALK BECAUSE WE GET TO THE 

7 POINT OF WHERE WE CAN'T WALK WHEN WE GET A LITTLE OLDER. 

8 THANK YOU. 

9 MR. MCCLURE: THANK YOU. DAVID 

I0 TRENHOLM. 

[ l  MR. TRENHOLM: MY NAME IS  DAVID 

[2 TRENHOLM AND [ i  LIKE A LOT OF OTHER SENIOR CITIZENS, CANIT 

[3 DO A LOT OP HIKING. WHERE MY 8AJA BUG WONIT TAKE ME I 

14 CANtT GO. I 'D LIKE TO SEE THIS LAND STAY LIKE IT IS SO 

15 I CAN ROAH AROUND AND DO WHAT ] WANT TO D0. 

16 THANK YOU, 

17 HR. MCCLURE: JACK BROCK. 

[8 MR. BROCK: ItM JACK BROCK, I HAVE 

[9 LIVED IN EHRENBEBG FOR THIRTY YEARS. I WOULD LIKE TO SEE 

~OIIT STAY, THE LAND AND EVERYTHING, STAY IN MULTIPLE USE. Z 
i 

7[ THINK WE HAVE ENOUGH WILDERNESS AREAS WHERE WE CAN'T GO. 

~21 THAT'S ALL* 

~31 MR, MCCLURE: THANK YOU. LILY 

!4 J HEATLEY. 

'51 MRS. HEATLEY: I 'M LILY HEATLEY 

BORT COURT I ~ I C I I N G  SERVICE 
YUHA, ARIZONA 
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I iAND I 'M A TAXPAYER AND I SPEND MY WINTERS IN QUARTZSITE, 

2 AND I WOULD LIKE TO SEE THE LAND USED IN MULTIPLE USE BECAUSE 

3 WE REALLY ENJOY IT DOWN HERE IN THE WINTERTIHE. 

4 THANK YOU. 

5 MR. MCCLURE: THANK YOU. CHARLES 

6 HEATLEY. 

7 MR. HEATLEY: WELL, I 'M A TAXPAYER 

8 IN ARIZONA AND I 'M ALONG WITH ALL THE REST OF THEM; KEEP IT 

g OPEN TO L'VERYBODY. 

HR. MCCLURE: THANK YOU. PRANK 

DOKTER. 

MR. DOKTER: I'M FRANK DOKTER AND 

13 i |  REPRESENT WALTER'S CAMP. MY INTERESTS HERE ARE A LITTLE 

BIT DIFFEBENT THAN WHAT WE HAVE BEEN HEARING SO FAR. BEING 

WE OWN A CAMPGROUND I 'D  LIKE TO CALL YOUR ATTENTION TO ITEM 

NUMBER SIX/ AND IT PERTAINS TO THE LENGTH OF STAY OF DIFFERENT 

PROPERTIES, AND ITIS A BIG CONCERN OF OURS BEING HE DO HAVE 

A SIZABLE INVESTMENT IN THIS PARTICULAR AREA. 

HE'D LIKE THE LENGTH OF STAY TO 

BE EXTENDED FROM FIVE MONTHS TO NINE MONTHS SO THAT IT WOULD 

ALLOW US TO EARN A RETURN ON OUR INVESTMENT. 

THANK YOU VERY MUCH. 

MR. MCCLURE: THANK YOU. PATTY 

DOKTBR, WOULD YOU LIKE TO SPEAK? OKAY. BETTY CONBELMANN. 

MRS. CONZELMANN: I lM BETTY 

BORT COUICT REPORTING SERVICE 
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C0NZELMANH FROM BRANDA, ARIZONA, AND I HAVE LIVED H g ~  FOR 

TWELVE YEARS, AND WANT THIS LAND TO BE USED AS MULTIPLE 

USE. I'D BATE TO THINK THAT I COULDN'T GO OUT TO MY CLAIM 

AND DIG SOME GOLD AND I HAVE LOTS OF FRIENDS THAT COME DOWN 

HERE AND WE ROAM THE DESERT VERY TEAR AND Z THINK ZT WOULD 

BE TERRIBLE TO CLOSE ANY PART OF IT OFF. 

MR. MCCLURE: THANK YOU. CHET 

HUNT. 

MR* HUNT: I'M CHET HUNT AND I'M 

A RESIDENT OF THIS STATE AND I HAVE A MIMING CLAIM OVER IN 

ARIZONA AND I ALSO BELONG TO THE PROSPECTORS AND SMALL MINER~ 

ASSOCIATION OF ARIZONA, AND I WOULD LIKE FOR THE LAND TO STA~ 

OPEN FOR THE MINERALS THAT WE NEED IN OUR WHOLE NATION FOR 

DEFENSE USE AND DOMESTIC USE, AND WOULD LISE TO SEE THE LAND 

STAY OPEN FOR MULTIPLE USE. 

I THANE YOU. 

MR. MCCLURE: THANE YOU. SAMUEL 

HEFLEN. 

MR. NEFLIN: I'M SAMUEL HEELIN, 

I HAVE BEEN IN THE VALLEY SINCE [946, I PAY TAXES IN 

CALIFORNIA AND ARIZONA, AND I AGREE WITH THE BUREAU IN THE UE 

LANDS AS A MULTIPLE USE DEAL. I FEEL IT'S GOING TO BE 

CHEAPER FOR THE TAXPAYERS, LESS EXPENSIVE THAN TO CONTROL 

THE WILDERNESS, AND THAT'S WHAT WE ARE LOOKING FOR, LESS 

EXPENSE. 

BORT COURT REPORTING SERVICE 
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MR. MCCLUREZ THANK YOU. ON4ES 

GEORGE. 

HR. GEORGE: I tM dANES GEORGEI 

TAXPAYER, AND I AGREE WITH THE ELM RECOMMENDATION ON THE 

STUDY AREA~ AND I STILL THINK IT CAN BE BETTER MANAGED BY 

MULTIPLE USES. 

MR. MCCLURE: THANK YOU. JIM 

ATKINI IS THERE ANYONE ELSE THAT HAS SIGNED IN THAT WISHES 

TO SPEAK? 

MR. ATKIN: NO. 

MR. MCCLURE: IS THERE ANYONE ELSE 

2 IN THE AUDIENCE THAT WOULD LIKE TO SPEAK AT THIS TIME? 

3 WOULD YOU LIKE TO RAISE YOUR HAND 

4 IF THERE IS. YES S MAIAH. WOULD YOU LIKE TO COME TO THE 

E PODIUM? 

G 

IN TWO COUNTIES. 

8 

9 STATE YOUR HAME, PLEASE. 

MRS* HOUSHTALING o 

2 

3 FOR HE, pLEASE. 

4 

5 I - N - G .  

MRS. HOUGMTALING: I 'M A TAXPAYER 

MR. HCCLURE: PtA'AN, COULD YOU 

MRS. HOUGHTALING: OH t I tH  SORRY. 

MR. MCCLURE: COULD YOU SPELL IT 

MRS. HOUGHTAL I NG: H-O-U-G-H-T-A-L-  

BORT COURT REPORTING SERVICE 
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HR. MGCLURE: THANK YOU VERY MUCH. 

GO AHEAD. 

HRS. HOUGHTALING: I 'H  A TAXPAYER 

IN TWO COUNTIES |N ARIZOkL~, AND lwM ALSO FOR THE RULTIPLE 

USE OF THESE AREAS, BUT I WANTED TO ADD ANOTHER LITTLE BIT,  

A LITTLE SCUTTLEBUTT I HEARD. WE HAVE AN ACREAGE IN HOHAVE 

COUNTY AND I HAVE BEEN TOLD THAT IF THEY WANTED TO THEY CAN 

HOVE OUT THERE TOO e AT LEAST ACROSS THE PEAK, AND TAKE THAT 

FROR US EVEN THOUGH WE OWN IT .  

MR. HCCLURE: THANK YOU. YES, 

NAIAN. 

HRS. PARKER: I tH  DOR|S PARKER, 

AND I ALSO LIVE IN QUARTZSITE AND l iD  LIKE TO SEE IT LEFT 

AS HULTIPLE USE. I HAVE LIVED THERE FOR ELEVEN YEARS AND 

I IMA  TAXPAYER ALSO. 

HR. RCCLURE: THANK YOU. 

HR. BRIDGE: I tH  ALLEN C. BRIDGE 

AND 1 WOULD LIKE TO SEE THE LANDS STAY AS THEY ARE, RULTIPLE 

USE. 

THANK YOU, 

MR. MCCLURE: IS THERE ANYONE ELSE 

WHO WISHES TO SPEAK? IF NOT t I WANT TO THANK ALL OF YOU 

FOR ATTEND|NG THIS EVENING. YOUR V|EWS WILL BE PART OF THE 

PERMANENT RECORD HHICH WILL REHAIN OPEN FOE FURTHER STAT~ENTS 

OR LETTERS UNTIL APRIL 19, I 985 .  

BORT COURT REPORTING SEBVICE 
Y~  ARI7_O ~A 

Pho~: t602) 782-759! 

AGAIN r ]F YOU WISH TO WRITE, YOU 

SHOULD ADDRESS YOUR LETTER TO THE RHP TEAH LEADER, BUREAU 

OF LAND HANAGEHENT, YUHA DISTRICT, P.O. BOX 5680, YUHA, 

ARIZONA, ZIP CODE 8536N. 

WE REALLY APPRECIATE THE ATTENDANCE 

TONIGHT AND YOUR PARTIC|PATIONp AND I WANT TO THANK ALL OF 

YOU FOR COM|NG. THIS HEARING 1S NON CLOSED. 

(NHEREUPON, THE HEARING CONCLUDED 

AT S:lO P.H. CALIFORNIA T IRE . )  

BORT COURT BJEJPORTING SERVICE 
YUMA, APJZONA 

phone: {602] 7B2.7591 
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PUBLIC HEARING UNDER THE AUTHORITY OF THE 

SECRETARY OF THE INIERIOR CONCERNING THE 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR THE BUREAU'S 

YUNA DISTRICT, HELD AT yUNA, ARIZONA, 

FEBRUARY 28, ISES~ AT THE HOUR OF 7:00 P.M. 

AT THE yUMA CIVIC CENTER, I~40 DESERT HILL 

DRIVE, YUMA, ARIZONA. 

PREP~E9 f o r  B o E r  COURT RE:POIEt ' ING SEBVICE 

YUMA DISTRICT OFFICE, BLM Y u N , / U ~  
Pt~l: ( ~  7S2-7~I 

BY: GERRY BYRNES 

2 

3 PAGE 

!: 
6 MR. MCCLURE'S OPENING STATEMENT 3 

7 MR. BELT'S PRESENTATION 7 

i 8 PUBLIC COMMENTS 16 

MR. NCCLURE'S CLOSING STATEHENT ~B 

BORI  CO{~ I I  P . ] 01~nNG SERVICE 
YUI4~. ARIZONA 

C l  
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1 ANY ACTION ON THAT 9 8 0  ACRES PENDING THE KOFA NATIONAL 

2 WILDLIFE WILDERNESS PROPOSAL. AND OUT OF THE IS AREAS WE 

3 HAVE PRELIMINARILY RECOMMENDED THAT 15 ARE UNSUITABLE. EIGHT 

4 HAVE PROTECTION FROM SOME OF THESE OTHER ISSUES THAT I HAVE 

5 DISCUSSED AND THAT TOTALS SOME IES~0O0 ACRES. 

6 BASICALLY WE ARE AT THE SITUATION RIGHT 

7 i NOW WHERE WE ARE ASKING FOR YOUR INPUT• THIS 15 THE 
i 

REMAINING PLAN PROCESS IN OUR SCHEDULE. dE ARE IN THE REVIEW 

OF THE DRAFT SITUATION RIGHT HERE. APRIL 19 IS THE CLOSING 

DATE FOR COMMENTS, THEN WE WILL LOOK AT YOUR COMMENTS. WE 

WILL SEE IF WE HAVE MISSED ANYTHING AND WE WILL PREPARE AND 

DISTRIBUTE THE FINAL R AND P EI5 TO THE PUBLIC• AND A FINAL 

~31 DATE FOR THAT WILL BE JULY E l ,  1985. 

THERE WILL BE A PROTEST PERIOD THEN 

WRITTEN INTO THE DIRECTOR AND THIS AGAIN, SEPTEMBER 16, IS 

T~E DEADLINE FROM WHICH TO SUBMIT THESE PROTESTS. AND BY 

SEPTEMBER 31, I985,  WE WILL BEGIN MANAGING ACCORDING TO THE 

PLANNED DECISIONS. AND THAT CONCLUDES MY PRESENTATION, BEAU. 

MR. MECLURE: THANK YOU, ALLAN. IS 

THERE ANYONE HERE REPRESENTING GOVERNOR BABBITT? GOVERNOR 

DEUKMEUIAN? ANY MEMBERS OF CONGRESS? ANYONE REPRESENTING 

MEMBERS OF THE STATE LEGISLATURE? 

OUR FIRST WITNESS THIS EVENING IS GOING 

TO BE P.A. BIRDICK. YOU COULD PLEASE COME TO THE PODIUM, 

STATE YOUR NAME AND WHO YOU REPRESENT, IF YOU DO REPRESENT 

BORI  COURT I~I~wF~rlING 6EXV ICE  
Y~A,  ARIZONA 

I I  

MR. BIRDICK: YES, I AM CONCERNED ABOUT 

1 SOMEONE. 

2 

3 THE - -  

MR. MCCLURE: EXCUSE ME. COULD YOU 

STATE YOUR NAME? 

6 MR. BIRDICK: B IRDICK,B- I -R-D- I -C-K ,  

7 INITIALS P ,A . ,  LIVING IN YUNA FOR THE PAST )8 YEARS. 

8 MR. MCCLURE: THANK YOU. 

9 MR. BIRDICK: OWNER OF THE KING OF 

ARIZONA MINE. AND I AM CONCERNED ABOUT THE LOCKING OUT OF 

THE POTENTIAL M IN INB  AREAS BECAUSE I 'M  AFRAID THAT SOME OF 

OUR RESOURCES WILL BE PERMANENTLY KEPT AWAY FROM POSSIBLE USE 

I WOULD USE AS AN EXAMPLE THE PROPERTY 

ABOUT 20 MILES OR SO WEST OF YUMA WHERE GOLDFIELD HAS SPENT 

IN THE LAST COUPLE OF YEARS WELL OVER, WHAT? TWO MILLION IN 

CORE DRILLING ALONE. AND THERE IS A HUGE DEPOSIT OF LOW 

GRADE ORE THERE WHICH IS GOING TO PROVIDE GOLD WHICH THIS 

COUNTRY NEEDS TO BACK OUR DOLLAR AND PROVIDE A LOT OF JOBS 

FOR A LOT OF PEOPLE AND ITS FINAL PRODUCT WILL NOT HARM THAT 

COUNTRY 0UT THERE. 

I T 'S  dUST RAW DESERT LAND IN  GENERAL, 

BUT TEN YEARS AGO THAT PROPERTY, 20 YEARS AGO, WOULD HAVE 

BEEN CONSIDERED AND LABELED BY MANY GEOLOGISTS EVEN AS BEING 

IHPRACTICAL FOR MINING BECAUSE THERE WAS NOT ENOUGH GOLD 

THERE. 

BORI  COUIrlr ~ G  SEI~VICE 
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1 BUT DURING RECENT YEARS AND WITH THE 

2 EXAMPLE OF THE WORK BEING DONE IN CARLIN, NEVADA, USING HUGE 

3 MACHINERY AND CERTAIN LEACHING PROCESSES, IT HAG BEEN MADE 

4 PRACTICAL. 

IN OTHER WORDS - -  THERE WAS A VERY FINE 

6 ARTICLE IN FORTUNE MAGAZINE A COUPLE OF YEARS AGO EXPLAINING 

7 THAT, BUT THAT PROPERTY HELD BY GOLDFIELD WHICH FORMERLY WAS 

8 KNOWN AS THE MEEQUITE DIGGINGS IS GOING T0 PROVIDE, I 'M SURE, 

9 WELL OVER |50 MILLION, [ THINK WOULD BE A VERY CONSERVATIVE 

[0 FIGURE, IN OUTPUT AND PROBABLY MUCH MORE THAN THAT. 

| |  NOW THERE ARE OTHER AREAS THAT IS 

[2 WITHIN THE AREA BETWEEN THE PROVING GROUND AND THE COLORADO 

[3 RIVER AREAS NORTH OF BETWEEN HIGHWAy I0 AND THE PRESENT KOFA 

[4; GAME REFUGE THAT WILL BE LOCKED AWAY FROM FUTURE CLAIMS. IN 

[5 I OTHER WORDS, IT WILL NO LONGER BE MULTIPLE USE; WHEREAS, AT 

[61 THE PRESENT IT IS MULTIPLE USE. 

[71 TODAY IF SOMEONE GOES OUT THERE AND 

[8 I FINDS SOMETHING REAL WORTHWHILE, THEY CAN PUT A CLAIM ON IT.  

[g l  AFTER THE ACTION THAT YOU HAVE PROPOSED HERE, DID I 

~ I  UNDERSTAND IT CORRECTLY, THEN IT WILL NOT BE POSSIBLE, 

} ] I  REGARDLESS OF HOW VALUABLE A THING YOU FIND OUT THERE. IT 

~ I  WILL BE IMPOSSIBLE TO PUT A CLAIM ON IT .  IT WILL NOT BE 

~ 1  M U L T I P L E  USE,  JUST AS IN THE PRESENT KGFA GAME REFUGE,  THE 

!4 I LAND THAT IS IN THE GAf4E REFUGE NOW CAN ONLY BE MINED, ONLY 

THOSE HINES CAN BE MINED THAT WERE ESTABLISHED BEFORE 1974, 

BORTCOUn'RIBPOI~IIWG S E R V I C E  
YUNA. AmZONA 
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AND I 'M WORRIED FOR FEAR WE ARE LOCKING SOME THINGS OUT THAT 

IN FIVE YEARS, TEN YEARS, WITH ADVANCED GEOCHEMICAL AND OTHER 

SPECIAL GEOPHYSICAL METHODS OF TESTING, WE WILL DISCOVER THAT 

THERE IS SOMETHING, PERHAPS A LARGE COPPER DEPOSIT OR 

SOMETHING ELSE THAT THIS COUNTRY NEEDS. 

SO I HESITATE TO SEE IT LOCKED AWAY. 

AND THAT WAS THE REASON I WANTED TO MAKE THIS PARTICULAR 

STATEMENT.  

MR. MCCLURE; THANK YOU, MR. BIRDICK. 

KEN OMEY. 

HR. OMEY: I 'M  NOT A VERY GOOD SPEAKER. 

MY NAME IS KEN 0MEY. I HAVE BEEN IN YUHA EIGHT YEARS AND I 

AM PRIMARILY CONCERNED WITH MINING CLAIMS, THE SAME AS 

MR. BIROIEK, AS BEING AS WE HAVE SEEN THAT THE GOVERNMENT 

TENDS TO TAKE A LITTLE LAND AND TURN IT INTO WILD LIFE 

REFUGES, TO WHATEVER ELSE USE THEy  WANT TO PUT IT  TO AND 

CLOSE OUT THE LITTLE MAN THAT I S  OUT THERE ACTUALLY USING 

THE LAND I T S E L F ,  P U T T I N G  IT  TO A GOOD PURPOSE.  

I AM ALSO CONCERNED WITH THE ECONOMIC 

COST IN ENFORCING SOME OF THE AREAS THAT IS ACTUALLY UP FOR 

PROPOSAL. ONE THAT COMES TO MIND I S  KIND OF A SHALL THING, 

WOULD BE THE FIREWOOD COLLECTION ISSUE. 

SAY, IF YOU ARE CAMPING AND YOU HAVE A 

FAIRLY WELL-TO-DO OR SET CAMPING SPOT, HOW WILL THEY ENFORCE 

THE ISSUE OF YOU C O L L E C T I N G  WOOD ON THE AREA? WOULD THEy 

B O R l r C ( X 3 R T ~ G  SERVICE 
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ISSUE YOU A TICKET ? WOULD IT TAKE MORE MEN TO THE BLM TO 

RUN THE AREA? ARE YOU GOING TO HAVE TO HIRE MORE PEOPLE? 

ANOTHER THING IS WHAT I WOULD REALLY 

L I K E  TO SEE AND THE ACTUAL FACTS ON AN ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT 

5 STATEMENT CONCERNING THE DESERT SHEEP. THE LAND THAT IS NOW 

6 SET ASIDE FOR THE SHEEP, I FEEL s IS FAIRLY ADEQUATE. 

7 WE HAVE HAD N I N E  TO TEN INCHES OF 

8~ R A I N F A L L  T H I S  YEAR. THERE IS ADEQUATE FOOD FOR THEM, THE 

9 i  EXTRA LAND HIGHT BE AS THE GOVERNMENT WILL PUT A SAFETy 

VALVE JUST IN CASE OF A DROUGHT SITUATION. 

BUT I F  ANYBODY HAS BEEN OUT ON THE 

DESERT,  AND I KNOW ALL  OF US HAS HERE,  SEEING THE DESERT 

SHEEP, I HAVE TALKED TO A LOT OF PEOPLE. NOT A LOT OF 

PEOPLE SEE THEM. 

THERE IS, I DON'T KNOW THE ACTUAL HERD 

COUNT, BUT SETTING ASIDE AN EXTRA PARCEL OF LAND FOR THE 

SHEEP COULD OR COULDN'T BE A GOOD SITUATION. THAT'S ABOUT 

ALL I 'VE GOT TO SAY. l ' M  SORRY TO SEE IT COME ABOUT. 

MR. MCCLURE: THANK YOU. MAYNARD 

CAMPBELL. 

MR. CAMPBELL: GENTLEMEN AND LADIES, I 

WOULD LIKE TO SIART OFF FIRST BY GETTING YOUR THOUGHTS TO 

K I N D  OF GO WITH WHAT I 'M TRYING TO SHOW HERE.  TO USE AN 

EXAMPLE, IF YOU GO OUT SOMEWHERE AND, SAY, YOU VISIT LOS 

ANGELES OR WHATEVER YOU WANT TO GO TO FROM ONE PLACE TO 

Iw)lrr co(J~r BEPOBIlI~G 8CirClE 
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ANOTHER, OR IF YOU DON'T HAVE YOUR OWN VEHICLE, FIRST THING 

YOU DO NORMALLY IS RENT A CAR. SO YOU GET IN YOUR CAR YOU 

HAVE RENTED AND GET ON THE FREEWAY. IF YOU ARE LIKE MOST 

PEOPLE, I F  THERE IS A BUNCH OF CARS COMING YOU ARE NOT GOING 

TO WORRY TOO MUCH BECAUSE IT IS SOMEBODY ELSE'S CAR, RIGHT? 

THAT'S THE IMPORTANT THING, IF YOU GO 

OUT AND BUY YOUR OWN CAR AND I T ' S  BRAND NEW AND Y0U GO TO GET 

ON THE FREEWAY, YOU ARE GOING TO BE VERY CAREFUL AND 

CAUTIOUS WITH IT AGAIN BECAUSE WHO OWNS THE VEHICLE? IT 

MIGHT NOT SEEM PERTINENT, BUT LET'S GO ON. 

THERE ARE A NUMBER OF THINGS THAT 

RAISES US FROM THE LEVEL STONEAGE PEOPLE. BASICALLY IT BOILS 

DOWN TO NATURAL RESOURCES, HUMAN EFFORT, AND TOOLS. 

NATURAL RESOURCES ARE HELD BY EVERY 

NATION ON THE FACE OF THE EARTH. CHINA, A POOR NATION, CUBA) 

MEXICO, THEY ARE HELD BY EVERY COUNTRY, BUT WHAT MAKES US THE 

RICHEST NATION ON THE FACE OF THE EARTH? IT ISN'T BECAUSE 

OF THE ABUNDANCE OF NATURAL RESOURCES, CONTRARY TO WHAT 

PEOPLE THINK. IT IS BECAUSE OF THE OTHER TWO PARTS OF AN 

EQUASION, AN EQUASION WHICH SAYS THAT NAN'S MATERIAL WELFARE, 

IN OTHER WORDS THE LIFESTYLE THAT YOU LEAD, THE FACT YOU HAVE 

GOOD CLOTHING ON INSTEAD OF A N I M A L  SK INS  AND THE FACT YOU 

CAME HERE IN AN AUTOMOBILE MADE WITH STEEL, THE FACT YOU 

LIVE [N A HOME WHERE YOU KNOW Y0U ARE GOING TO BE WARM OR 

COOL DEPENDING ON THE E N V I R O N M E N T .  

IW)RI" C (XIIt'I IEIJOBEIIN~ 8~EirV]lC~ 
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I THOSE THINGS ARE A PRODUCT OF MAN'S 

2 MATERIAL WELFARE, YOUR WELFARE WITH NATURAL RESOURCES WHICH 

3 WERE PUT THERE BY GOD AND HUMAN EFFORT WHICH IS EACH AND 

4 EVERYONE OF US MULTIPLIED BY THE TOOLS THAT ARE UTILIZED. 

THE REASON I BROUGHT THE FIRST ISSUE UP 

6 IS THE HAY THE SYSTEM IS SET UP IN AMERICA HERE THAT HE TAKE 

7 NATURAL RESOURCES AND DO SOMETHING WITH IT WHICH IS WHAT HAS 

8 MADE THE STANDARD OF LIVING THAT WE HAVE IS BY A SYSTEM OF 

9 MINING LAWS OR WHEREBY THE PERSON WHO RISKS AND GOES INTO THE 

WILDERNESS, SO TO SPEAK, AND FINDS A MINERAL HAS GOT TO HAVE 

SOME REASON TO TREAT IT AS HIS OWN, IT IS NOT A RENTED PIECE 

OF GROUND. IT IS IN A SENSE HIS OWN* 

THE MINING LAWS ARE IN FACT SET UP SO 

THAT WHEN HE FILE A MINING CLAIM THAT IS THE FIRST STEP IN 

THE PROCESS OF US ACQUIRING IT FOR OURSELVES. 

YOU HILL FIND IN MANY CASES MINERS, 

SUCH AS MYSELF, I 'M A MINER. I OWN THE LIBERTY MINE AND 

THE LIBERTY BELL MINE,  WE SHEPHERD THE LAND MANY TIMES BETTE~ 

9 THAN THE PUBLIC. THEy KNOW THAT AT THE ELM BECAUSE I 

COMPLAIN ABOUI PEOPLE THROWING SEER CANS AND TRASH AND 

EVERYTHING ELSE THAT GOES ON. 

THE NECESSITy FOR THIS IS  THAT SOMEONE 

LIKE ME WHO GOES OUT THERE AND TREATS THAT LAN0, SHEPHERDS 

IT, HUSBANDS IT VERY WELL, OKAY, EXPECTS A RETURN, OTHERWISE 

THERE IS NO NEED TO GO OUT THERE AND L IVE  IN  THE DESERT AND 

mOilI OOWLIBT M ~EIIVICE 
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PUT Up WITH VERY LITTLE AND TRY TO BUILD SOMETHING AND 

ACHIEVE FROM BARE GROUND WHICH WAS NOTHING BUT GRAVEL TO 

EVERYONE ELSE. 

THERE WAS SOME FIGURES GIVEN BY DOCTOR 

BIRDICK EARLIER ABOUT GOLDFIELDS• I HAVE HAD SOME 

DOCUMENTATION HERE. THERE IS A STUDY PUT OUT BY THE METALS 

ECONOMIC GROUP WHICH I HAVE DATA RIGHT HERE IF  ANYBODY HANTS 

TO LOOK AT IT LATER. 

THIS STUDY IS A $4800 STUDY, SO IT'S 

WELL RECOGNIZED AS BEING A VERY HIGH CLASS AND VERY DOCUMENTED 

AUTHORITATIVE STUDY AND FROM THIS STUDY AND OTHER SOURCES, 

THE FIGURES ARE FAR HIGHER THAN THAT IN ACTUALITY.  

BILL MAY WANT TO CORRECT ME OR HE MAY 

RATHER NOT COMMENT FOR GOLDFIELDS. 

IN ACTUALITY, THOUGH, THE INDUSTRY 

BELIEF IS THAT GOLDFIELDS HAS APPROXIMATELY A HUNDRED MILLION 

DOLLARS IN INVESTMENT AND APPROXIMATELY 120,000 ACRES OF 

MINING CLAIMS. NOW MANY PEOPLE COULD SAY, WELL, THAT MAY 

SOUND LIKE ONE HECK OF A LAND GRANT, BUT LET'S STOP AND 

THINK WHAT THEY HAVE DONE. 

THEY HAVE TAKEN THE BARE DESERT, WHICH 

HEANS NOTHING TO ANYONE ELSE AND WHICH FOR qOO YEARS THAT 

MEN HAVE KNOWN ABOUT MINING ON THAT AREA AND 100 YEARS THAT 

THE AMERICAN PEOPLE HAVE KNOWN ABOUT THE MINING, THEN TAKING 

THAT BARE DESERT AND THEY ARE CONVERTING IT INTO JOBS WHICH 

llCillr COiJltI IIJ~'~DIIlIING 81EXVlCE 
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GENERATE HOMES FOR YOU, GENERATING EMPLOYMENT, GENERATING 

VEHICLES. 

THEY HAVE TAKEN NOTHING MORE THAN 

BASICALLY GRAVEL AND ROCKS WHICH MOST COMPANIES SAY ARE 

NONPRODUCTIVE AND IT WILL PRODUCE EMPLOYMENT FOR PROBABLY 

THE NEXT CENTURY. ] BELIEVE THE STARTING FIGURES ARE AT 

AROUND 500 PEOPLE AND IT WILL GO UP TO NOBODY CAN TELL FOR 

SURE. 

THE ACTUAL DOLLARS, THOUGH, SPENT IN 

EXPLORATION ALONE BY THIS FALL WHEN THEY BEGIN PRODUCTION 

WILL BE SOMEWHERE AROUND ONE HUNDRED MILLION DOLLARS OF 

WHICH THAT IS A TREMENDOUS INPUT INTO THE LOCAL ECONOHY. 

WHAT THAT WILL PRODUCE OVER THE NEXT I00 YEARS) FAMILIES/ 

CHILDREN, CHILDREN GOING TO COLLEGE, VEHICLES, HOMES. THAT 

WILL BE A TREMENDOUS BENEFIT NOT JUST TO AMERICA AND NOT JUST 

TO THESE COUNTIES, IMPERIAL AND YUMA COUNTY, AND NOT dUST 

TO THIS CITY, BUT IT HILL BE A BENEFIT ON EACH AND EVERY ONE 

OF YOU IN VARIOUS WAYS BECAUSE THAT HELPS MAINTAIN A 

STANDARD OF LIVING WHICH ] AM SURE YOU ARE ALL COMFORTABLE 

WITH. 

I SEE NO ONE HERE IN BEAR SKINS.  I tM  

SURE ALL OF YOU CAME HERE 1N VEHICLES AND ALL THESE THINGS 

ARE PRODUCTS OF MINERS. 

I AM PERSONALLY CONCERNED BECAUSE EVEN 

THOUGH THEY ARE NOT TAKING ANY 0F MY LAND, WHAT WE ARE S ITT IN (  

mOIll ¢O¢1¢¢ I m 
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TODAY/ EVEN THOUGH THE BLM" PUT IT IN THEIR RECORDS AS HAVING 

NO CONSEQUENCE~ IN FACT FROM THE GOVERNMENT'S OWN RECORDS IT 

HAS VALUES, PROVEN PRODUCTION FROM IT BB TIMES THE VOLUME THA1 

WAS PROVEN THAN THE PRODUCTION FROM HESQUITE AND THEY ARE 

TAKING A PIECE OF HY NEIGHBOR=S GROUND) IN  ESSENCE THEY ARE 

TAKING OTHER PEOPLE'S GROUND UP HERE. THEY ARE GOING AFTER 

THE MUGGINS, 

AS I SAY, IT DOESNtT AFFECT ME, BUT 

THEN IT GOES BACK TO dUST LIKE THE JEWS IN NAZI GERMANY. I 

HOULD RATHER OBJECT WHEN THEY ARE GETTING MY NEIGHBOR AS 

WHEN THEY ARE COMING TO GET ME. WITHOUT THESE LANDS BEING 

AN OPEN INVENTORY WHERE ANY C IT IZEN CAN TAKE IT UPON 

THEMSELVES TO TRY TO CREATE A L IFE ,  TRY AND BUILD SOMETHING 

FOR THEIR FAMILY~ AND IT ALSO FALLS OUT FOR EVERYONE ELSE 

WITHOUT THAT LAND BEING AVAILABLE TO US, THE MINERAL FINDS 

WILL NOT BE MADE. 

IN FACT, GOLDFIELDS DIDN'T HAKE THE 

FIND. NO BiG COMPANY MAKES THE FIND. IT'S SOME LITTLE 

RAGGEDY PROSPECTOR OUT IN THE WOODSp A MISFIT ACCORDING TO 

SOCIETYtS VIEW AS WHO LOOKS FOR SOME WAY TO GET OUT AND GET 

AWAY AND DO THEIR OWN THING. WE GO OUT THERE AND CREATE A 

LIFE FOR OURSELVES. 

IF  WE ARE SERIOUS WE SHEPHERD AND 

HUSBAND THE LAND BETTER THAN THE PUBLIC DOES, IF  WE ARE 

SUCCESSFUL, WHICH IS  A VERY SMALL PER CENT OF THE TIME,  HE 

Pkae¢ ~ ~ -~ t  
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BUILD SOMETHING WHICH ULTIMATELY WAS SOLD TO GOLDFIELDS. 

THAT'S WHERE THE MINING ORES COME IN. THAT'S WHERE WE ARE 

AT TODAY. 

I AM HAVING MAJOR CORPORATIONS GIVING 

ME OFFERS ON MY OWN LAND NOW. I ADMIT IT TOOK FOUR YEARS OF 

FIGHTING EVERYBODY FROM RIVAL CLAIMANTS TO BLM TO YOU NAM~ 

I T  IN ORDER TO ACHIEVE T H A T .  

THAT LAND MUST BE IN THE INVENTORY FOR 

ANYONE TO GO TO TO TRY AND DEVELOP FOR THIS TO HAPPEN, 

OTHERWISE iT WILL SIT OUT THERE AND A FEW PEOPLE WHO HAVE GOT 

A RETIREMENT CHECK OR A LOT OF HONEY CAN GO OUT IN IT  AND 

LOOK AT IT ONCE IN A WHILE AND AVERAGE PEOPLE WILL GO OUT 

AND DRINK THEIR BEER ON IT AND BREAK THEIR BEER CANS AND MESS 

IT ALL UP. IT WILL NOT BE SHEPHERDED LI~E THE RENTAL CAR IS 

NOT SHEPHERDED AND IT WILL NEVER BE DEVELOPED AND ULTIMATELY 

SHUT OFF ENOUGH OF THESE VARIOUS AREAS L I K E  T H I S  TO WHERE 

YOU KILL MINING AND YOU ARE GOING TO HURT YOUR INDUSTRIAL 

BASE WHICH IS GOING TO HURT AMERICA AS A NATION. 

WE HAVE WHAT WE HAVE NOT BECAUSE GOD 

GAVE US MORE IN TERMS OF NATURAL RESOURCES AND NOT BECAUSE 

HE GAVE US MORE IN  TERMS OF HUMAN ENERGY E I T H E R ,  BECAUSE YOU 

SEE IN AHERICA HE DON'T WORK NEARLY AS HARD AS CHINESE OR 

MANY OTHER PEOPLES.  WE HAVE WHAT WE HAVE BECAUSE OF THE 

KEY INGREDIENT IN THIS FORMULA. 

MAN'S MATERIAL WELFARE IS A PRODUCT OF 

IIOIIT ¢ O t l l t '  I I ~  l ~  
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I I  THE NATURAL RESOURCES PLUS HUMAN ENERGY, ALL COUNTRIES HAVE 

21 BOTH, MULTIPLIED BY THE TOOLS. THE TOOL IS THE KEY THING. 

8 1  M U L T I P L Y  THOSE OTHER TWO T H I N G S  BY THE TOOLS,  

41 IN AMERICA IT I S N t T  JUST THE PEOPLE 

81 LIKE THE GOLDFIELDS WITH THEIR BIG EQUIPMENT AND SO FORTH THA" 

81 IS THE TOOL. IT IS THE FACT NE HAVE A SYSTEM WHICH ENABLES 

7J SOMEONE TO DREAM AND GO IN THE WOODS AND TRY AND BUILD AND 

l J  HAKE A DISCOVERY AND EVENTUALLY OVER A PERIOD OF TIME DEVELOP 

91 IT TO THE POINT THAT THE MAJORS THEN TAKE IT .  ONCE HE ARE 

|0 I CONVINCED WE FINALLY CAN CONVINCE THEM IN SOHE CASES AND THEN 

| 1 1  THAT B U I L D S  SOMETHING THAT FALLS OUT A B E N E F I T  FOR EACH AND 

121  EVERYONE OF YOU AND YOUR CHILDREN AND YOUR GRANDCHILDREN,  

181 I GUESS THAT'S PROBABLY ABOUT ALL. NO, 

|41 ONE OTHER T H I N G .  WHAT I SAY IN TERMS HERE, I AM NOT JUST 

18J  SAYING THEREtS GOLD. I COULD SHOW YOU A GOLD - -  I COULD 

16]  SHOW YOU A FEW PICTURES HERE. WE HAVE TAKEN NUGGETS AS BIG 

171 AS A THUMB OFF MY MINING CLAIMS. WE HAVE VALUES OFF THOSE 

16 I CLAIMS SUCH THAT WE BELIEVE ON OUR AREAS ALONE IT CAN 

19J GENERATE EMPLOYMENT FOR S00 PEOPLE FOR THE NEXT HUNDRED yEARS 

~0J JUST ON CLAIMS I HOLD. 

211 NOW THAT MAY SOUND CRAZy, BUT YOU CAN 

9'~ I LOOK AT WHAT G O L D F I E L D  HAG. THEY ARE NOT FOOLS,  GOLDFIELDS 

~P4 I AND BRITISH PETROLEUM AND NEWMAR HAVE HOLDINGS THAT COMPRISE 

IN EXCESS OF EGO SQUARE MILES DIRECTLY ACROSS THE RIVER FROM 

ME. I CAN ALMOST THROW A STONE PROM HINE TO THEIRS. 

V t ~  
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THEy HAVE SPENT, IN THIS YEAR IT WILL 

BE IN EXCESS OF A HUNDRED MILLION DOLLARS. THEY DIDN'T DO 

THAT TO TRY TO GENERATE LOCAL ECONOMY. THEy DID THAT BECAUSE 

WHAT THEy BELIEVE THE FUTURE POTENTIAL WAS. THAT STRUCTURE 

THEY ARE ON COMES RIGHT ACROSS THE RIVER. 

GOVERNHENT STUDIES PROVE THIS IS THE 

SAME STRUCTURE THAT THEY'RE ON IS THE SAME STRUCTURE THAT 

I HAVE. THAT'S THE U.S.O.S.  STUDY. 

THAT BEING THE CASE, I T ' S  FOOLISH, OR 

LET'S SAY, IT IS SHORTSIGHTED AND INEPT FOR THERE NOT TO BE 

INCLUDED IN DATA THE FACT THAT POTENTIAL FOR AS MUCH AS 

POSSIBLY, OR CERTAINLY SOMETHING EXISTS ON MY SIDE, ON OUR 

SIDE OF THE RIVER, ON THE ARIZONA SIDE, AS'HHAT EXISTS ON THE 

OTHER SIDE. 

AM I PASSED THE LIMIT? 

MR. HCCLURE: ONE MINUTE. 

HR. CAMPBELL; T H I S  INFORMATION HAS 

BEEN KEPT qUIET AS MUCH AS POSSIBLE BY THE MAJOR MINING 

COMPANIES WHICH IT IS TO THEIR INTEREST T00. THEY DON'T WANT 

IT OUT BECAUSE THE PRICE OF LAND GOES UP AND MORE COMPANIES 

COME IN AND SO FORTH AND I UNDERSTAND THAT~ BU T NEVERTHELESS 

IT IS TIME THAT NE ALL HANG TOGETHER ON THIS THING BECAUSE IT 

GOES BACK TO WHAT BE N FRANKLIN SAID. HE SAID, "BOYS: WE HAD 

BEST ALL HANG TOGETHER ON THIS BECAUSE IF NE DONtT, I T ' S  

HOST ASSURED WE WILL ALL BE HUNG SEPARATELY." 

VtIWIW m 
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THIS ' IS  IN EACH AND EVERYONE OF YOURS 

INTERESTS TO PRESERVE THE TOOL WHICH THE MINING LAW AND THE 

INVENTORY OF LAND IS AN ESSENTIAL PART OF THAT TOOL. 

MR. MCCLURE: THANK YOU, MR. CAMPBELL. 

MR. CAMPBELL: THANK YOU, SIR. 

MR. HCCLURE: LEG BUNDE. 

MR. BUNDE: MR. MCCLURE, I AM LEG 

BUNDE. I HAVE BEEN A TAXPAYER IN ARIZONA SINCE 194} ,  AND WE 

ALL GO ALONG WITH THE BLN PLANNING AND SUGGEST MULTIPLE 

PURPOSE UGE OF THE LAND. THANK YOU VERY MUCH. 

HR. MCCLURE: THANK YOU. W.L. WOOLLY. 

MR. WOOLEY: HI~ FOLKS. I CAME TO 

yUMA IN ~gS, AND I CAN TELL YOU STORIES - -  

MR. MCCLURE: EXCUSE ME. COULD YOU 

STATE YOUR NAME, PLEASE? 

MR. WOOLLY: I AM WALTER WOOLLY. AND I 

CAN - -  HAVE TALKED WITH PROSPECTORS, IT WAS YEARS AHEAD OF ME 

AND I THINK THAT WHENEVER YOU LET, TAKE AWAY THE RIGHT OF THE 

PUBLIC TO DEVELOP PUBLIC LANDS, YOU ARE DETERIORATING THE 

ADVANCEMENT OF OUR AMERICA, 

WE SHOULD KEEP THIS LAND FROM MULTIPLE 

USES AND LET THE PEOPLE DEVELOP IT .  WHAT MINERALS WE HAVE 

HAS STARTED FROM THE MAN WHO DIDN'T HAVE NOTHING AND THE MAN 

WHO DID GET A HOLD OF IT AND DID DEVELOP IT IS WHAT MADE 

AMERICA WHAT IT IS TODAY. I THINK IT SHOULD BE LEFT MULTIPLE 

I I ~  ¢ O t I ~  l l Z l q O ~  l l l l ~  
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PURPOSE USE OF THE LAND. THANK YOU. 

MR. MCCLURE: THANK YOU. JOHN ROWE. 

MR. ROWE: I HAVE NOTHING TO SAY AT 

THIS T IME,  

HR. MCCLURE: NEVA ROWE. 

MRS. ROWE: NOTHING. 

MR. MCCLURE: I BELIEVE THIS IS  PAUL 

KUBINSK], IS THAT CORRECT? 

MR. KUBINSKI: YES, MY NAME IS PAUL 

KUBINSKI. I AM OPPOSED TO HE PLAN OF CHANGING ANYTHING FROM 

THE NAY IT IS .  I BELIEVE THERE IS ENOUGH RULES AND 

REGULATIONS GOVERNING THE LAND AND PROTECTING THE LAND AND 

THE ENVIRONMENT TO TRY AND GO AHEAD AND CHANGE ANYTHING. 

THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT HAS GOT MILES 

OF ACRES WHERE THEY DON'T HAVE THE PROPER MANPOWER TO ENFORCE 

THE RULES AND REGULATIONS THAT ARE ALREADY IN EXISTENCE. THE' 

CAN'T ENFORCE THINGS THAT HAPPEN IN THE WILDERNESS AREA TO 

BEGIN WITH. WHY PUT MORE AREA INTO THIS WILDERNESS WHERE YOU 

CAN'T GO AND ENJOY THE LAND AS A MULTIPLE USE LAND? 

THE LAND SHOULD BE OPENED TO EVERYBODY 

FOR MINING, FOR ENJOYMENT, FOR CAMPING. I IM dUST TOTALLY 

AGAINST THE ENTIRE PLAN, THAT'S ALL I HAVE TO SAY. 

MR. MCCLURE: THANK YOU. DEAN 

HAUGHTELIN, 

MR. HAUGHTELIN: THAT'S PRETTY CLOSE. 

Be l i l r  CO¢1¢1r IIZPOK11ffiG I IEI IRICI~ 
Yull/N ~ 
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MY NAME IS DEAN HAUGHTELIN. ONE DISTINCTION I HAVE ANYWAY, 

SO FAR I AM THE OLDEST ONE HERE. I CAME HERE IN 1924. I WAS 

BORN HERE AND MY FIRST RECREATION AREA WAS THIS DESERT BEFORE 

I COULD WALK. I WAS PROBABLY OUT THERE WITH MY FATHER. WE 

LOVED IT AND ALWAYS TOOK CARE OF IT .  

AS THE OTHER GENTLEMAN SPOKE OF THE 

BEER BOTTLES AND SUCH THAT IS OUT THERE, THIS IS VANDALISM 

AND IT HAPPENS RIGHT IN OUR CITY. HE CAN'T HAKE LAWS THAT 

ARE GOING TO STOP IT,  IT IS GOING TO HAPPEN. 

I HAVE TQ GO ALONG WITH SOME OF THEIR 

PLANS. I NOTICE THAT MINING WASNIT EVEN ADDRESSED TOO MUCH 

IN ANY OF THEIR PLANS OTHER THAN THIS STATEMENT THEY GOING 

TO HAVE MULTIPLE USE. 

I THINK MINING IS VERY IMPORTANT, I 

DO A LITTLE PROSPECTING dUST FOR THE RECREATION OF IT ,  DON'T 

PLAN ON GETTING RICH AT IT ALL. WHEN I RETIRE I HAY BE A 

LITTLE HORE SER]0US ABOUT IT ,  BUT STILL I T 'S  RECREATION AND 

I SEE NO REASON HHy WE CAN'T DO TH IS .  

HE DON'T DESTROY THE DESERT. WE 

SHEPHERD IT AS THE GENTLEMAN SAID. I T ' S  A GOOD WORD FOR IT .  

THE WILDERNESS TO ME IN THE DESERT s WELL, IT HARDLY EXISTS TO 

SAY A WILDERNESS AREA. IT IS GOING TO BE USED BY VERY, VSRY 

FEW, THE AFFLUENT PEOPLE, SOMEBODY WHO CAN MAYBE HIRE HORSES 

AND MULES AND CAN GO INTO A WILDERNESS AREA. THAT'S THE ONLY 

WAY IT SUPPOSEDLY CAN BE USED. 

IW]RI" ¢o1~11r B E 
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IT CAN'T BE DRIVEN INTO. THE DESERT, 

OBVIOUSLY YOU DON'T BACK PACK INTO VERY MUCH OR FOR VERY 

LONG WHEN YOU PACK WATER ON YOUR BACK AT EIGHT POUNDS PER 

GALLON AND THE DESERT REQUIRES GREAT VOLUMES OF WATER. IF 

YOU CAN STAY ON IT ,  LET'S SAY, EVEN OVER NIGHT, EVEN A 48 

HOUR STAY s IT TAKES WATER. YOU ARE NOT GOING TO DO VERY MUCH. 

I T ' S  NOT GOING TO BE USED AS A WILDERNESS AREA. I T ' S  JUST 

GOING TO SIT THERE AND NOBODY WILL USE IT .  IT WILL JUST SIT 

THERE. 

ANY OTHER KIND OF USE, THE TEARING UP 

OF IT BY OFFROADERS THAT MISBEHAVE AND SUCH s I T ' S  STILL 

VANDALISM. IT tS  GOING TO EXIST NO MATTER WHAT. WE CAN'T 

STOP IT ,  SO THERE'S NO REASON FOR MAKING MORE LAWS THAT ARE 

GOING TO BE DIFFICULT TO ENFORCE, EXPENSIVE TO ENFORCE, AND 

IT  dUST BARS THE OTHER PEOPLE FROM GETTING IN  THERE AND USING 

THE LAND. THANK YOU. 

MR. HCCLURE: THANK YOU. BRADLEY BAIRD 

MAJOR BAIRD: I AM MAJOR BAIRD FROM 

THE MARINE CORPS AIR STATION. HAS THE BUREAU RECEIVED THE 

A IR  STATION'S LETTER DATED 25 FEBRUARY IN  RESPONSE TO YOUR 

EIS? 

MR. MCCLURE: I 'M  NOT CERTAIN OF THAT. 

MAJOR BAIRD: SIR, LET ME GIVE YOU A 

COPY OF THAT. 

MR. MCCLURE: THANK YOU. 

IW)RTCOEI IT IE~01~ I~BB4E~lCE 
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it MAJOR BAIRD: I WOULD JUST LIKE TO 
STRESS THAT IN  OTHER OF YOUR IHPACT STATEMENTS IT ADDRESSES 

MIL ITARY OVERFLIGHTS IN HILDERNESS AREAS. THE MIL ITARY 

OVERFLIGHTS CONCERNING THE LOW LEVEL TRAINING ROUTES ARE A 

VERY IMPORTANT PART OF OUR ENTIRE TRAINING AND READINESS SOLIS 

OUR CONCERN I5  THAT NO DEGRADATION TO 

7 J  TRAINING NOR RESTRICTION TO FLYING ACTIVITY OVER THESE 

8J WILDERNESS AREAS BE ENCOUNTERED, THANK YOU. 

g l  MR. MCCLURE: THANK Y O U .  THIS WILL BE 

01 MADE PART OF THE RECORD. I 'M GOING TO HAVE TO TRY AGAIN HERE, 

l J  LESLIE  KUMLER, IS THAT CORRECT? 

21 MR. KUHLER: I APPRECIATE THE 

31 PRIV ILEGE AS LESLIE KUMLER FROM YUMA, ARIZONA. I HAVE SPENT 

4~ A GOOD B IT  OF TIME IN  THE MOUNTAINS IN  AND AROUND YUMA IN THE 

5 I PAST SEVEN YEARS AND I HAVE BEEN VISITING SINCE ' 5 7 ,  I WOULD 

6 I  L IKE TO TAKE THIS TIME TO THANK THE ELM FOR THEIR GREAT 

71 INTEREST AND I HOULD L IKE TO CARRY ON WITH THE HONORABLE 

B I UOALL AND THE HONORABLE MR. GOLDWATER. 

91 MULTIPLE USAGE IS ONE OF THE THINGS THAT 

Ol  I HAVE LEARNED IN MY 20 YEARS OF PRACTICING S01L CONSERVATION 

| I  AND I FEEL THAT SINCE HE HAVE A CHANCE TO KEEP THE HERITAGE 

2 I OF OUR NATURAL RESOURCE, KEEP IT FREE TO CIT IZENS WHO DO GROW 

5 [  OLDER AS THE HAIR SAYS, AND ALLOW US TO USE THE TECHNOLOGY 

¢I  THAT HAS BEEN COMING FORWARD IN THIS TECHNICAL TIME FOR THE 

51 USE OF MINERALS, ESPECIALLY IN THIS UNHIGHLY POPULATED AREA 

BORT COOler I ~ P O K I ~ G  8ERVICE 
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OF ARIZONA. 

TO MY KNOWLEDGE THERE I$ PERHAPS 20 

PER CENT OF ARIZONA IN HEAVY POPULATION AREAS. THERE REMAINS 

A GOODLY PER CENT OF ARIZONA POP A LOT OF DIFFERENT USES. 

AND I FEEL L I K E  THAT SINCE WE ARE TAX PAYERS THE LEAST WE CAN 

OO IS TO PUT OUR PREFERENCE TO WHAT WE THINK HIGHT HAPPEN 

WITH THE PROPER USE OF THE NEW TECHNOLOGY F I E L D S  THAT ARE 

COMING FORWARD, AND ESPECIALLY IMPROVED MINING TO WHERE IT  

WILL BE ACCEPTED AS RECREATION AND NOT BE EXCLUDED FROM 

RECREATION. 

MR. MCCLURE: THANK YOU, MR. KUMLER. 

OWEN LONOBERG. 

MR. LONDBERG: MY NAME IS OWEN LONDBERG, 

I BEING A TAX PAYER, I AGREE WITH THE BLM'S RECOMMENDATION 

FOR THOSE AREAS UNSUITABLE FOR WILDERNESS. I BELIEVE WE ARE 

ALL BETTER SERVED UNDER MULTIPLE USE MANAGEMENT. THANK YOU. 

MR. MCCLURE: THANK YOU. BOB 

FOLLOWWILL. 

MR. SMITH: I WILL GIVE YOU THIS LETTER 

AND FOR THE AIR I AM DON SMITH. I DID NOT SEE A SPACE FOR 

ME TO SPEAK, BUT WE ARE BOTH WITH MOUNTAIN BELL. CAN WE MAKE 

A J O I N T  STATEHENT OR MAKE IT  SEPARATELY? 

MR.  MCCLURE: YOU MAY PROCEED TOGETHER 

IF YOU WISH. 

MR. SMITH: MY NAME IS DON SMITH. I 

B O R T  C : O ~ t T  PJE]B~RI1MG 8 E R ~ C E  
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AH WITH MOUNTAIN BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY. WE WOULD L I K E  TO 

TALK ABOUT A PARTICULAR AREA, MOHAWK PASS. MOHAWK PASS IN 

THE NEW LAND MANAGEMENT RESOURCE AREA HERE IS NOT DEFINED 

AS A COMMUNICATIONS SITE AREA. WE ARE VERY CONCERNED ABOUT 

THIS AND ABOUT THIS GETTING CHANGED FOR A COMMUNICATIONS SITE 

CORRIDOR. 

THIS IS NOT A UTILITY CORRIDOR, THIS IS 

FOR LIKE A MICROWAVE OR RADIO REPEATER SITE. THE AREA WE ARE 

PARTICULARLY CONCERNED ABOUT IN THE MOHAWK PASS IS 

APPROXIMATELY 660 FEET IN WIDTH AND ABOUT AN EIGHTH OF A MILE 

LONG. 

IT IS CURRENTLY ENCUMBERED BY AN 

EXISTING S I T E ,  k MICROWAVE SITE AND ABANDONED MICROWAVE SITE, 

THREE U T I L I T Y  L I N E S ,  A GORGE CUT THROUGH THE AREA BY THE 

RAILROAD, THE OLD EXISTING HIGHWAY, AND A PORTION OF IT IS 

BEING USED BY THE HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT TO DUMP BLASTING THINGS 

FROM THE ROCK FROM THE OTHER AREAS AROUND WHERE THEY BLAST 

THROUGH THE H I L L S I D E  OR MAKING ROADBEDS, 

SO WE ARE VERY CONCERNED ABOUT T H I S  

AREA AND WE WOULD LIKE TO MAKE OUR FORMAL PRESENTATION AND 

OUR COMMENTS TO THAT PARTICULAR AREA BE CHANGED TO A 

COMMUNICATIONS S I T E .  

I HAVE ANOTHER MEMBER HERE WITH HE FROM 

MOUNTAIN B E L L ,  BOB FOLLOWWILL.  I WOULD L I K E  H IM TO GO AHEAD 

AND FURTHER EXPLAIN ABOUT COMMUNICATIONS SITES AND ANOTHER 

B I I R T  C O { ~ ] r  R I E I = ~ B I ~ G  S L I C E  
Y U H A , / ~ Z O ~  
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REASON WHy WE WANT THIS CHANGED FROM THE CORRIDOR TO A 

COMMUNICATIONS SITE AREA. THANK YOU. 

MR. FOLLOWWILL: MY NAME IS BOB 

FOLLOWWILL AND I REPRESENT MOUNTAIN BELL. THE PARTICULAR 

S I T E  THAT WE ARE INTERESTED IN  IS AT THE SOUTHEAST END OF 

UTILITY CORRIDOR I I .  

WE HAVE A DESIGNATED COMMUNICATIONS 

SITE AT TELEGRAPH PEAK OUTSIDE OF THE YUMA MANAGEMENT AREA. 

THERE ARE A NUMBER OF OTHER SITES THAT ARE DESIGNATED UTILITY 

OR COMMUNICATIONS SITES. THEY ARE ALL PART OF A RADIO ROUTE 

FROM PHOENIX  TO YUMA. 

T H I S  RADIO  ROUTE I $  U T I L I Z E D  NOT ONLY 

BY MOUNTAIN BELL~ BUT ALL LONG DISTANCE CARRIERS WHO CARRY 

TRAFFIC FROM YUMA TO PHOENIX AND ONTO THE REST OF THE WORLD. 

THE ROUTE THAT WE ARE TALKING ABOUT SERVES THE MILITARY, THE 

MARINE CORPS AIR STATION, YUMA PROVING GROUND, THE CITY OF 

YUMA. 

ANY TRAFFIC THAT ORIGINATES IN YUMA IS 

TAKEN OVER THIS ROUTE TO PHOENIX AND OUT ONTO THE LONG 

DISTANCE NETWORK. WHAT WE ARE CONCERNED ABOUT IS THAT AS 

RECENT AS LAST YEAR THIS ROUTE IS NQW FULLY UTILIZED FROM 

THE STANDPOINT OF FREQUENCIES THAT CAN BE USED FOR MICROWAVE 

RADIO TRANSMISSION. IT IS UTILIZED NOT ONLY BY US, BUT BY 

OUR C O M P E T I T O R S .  

YOU MIGHT LOOK AT IT  FROM THE E T A N D P O I R  

B ( ~  C(:R.11llr I I I ~ G  8 ~  
YUM~. /~ZONA 
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I I THAT WE ARE IN THE PROBLEM TOGETHER.  THE REASON THAT WE ARE 

21 ASKING THAT A SITE BE IDENTIFIED AS A COMMUNICATIONS SITE IS 

3 l  TO OPEN UP ADDITIONAL ROUTES THROUGH THERE WHEREBY WE HAVE 

4 l  ADDITIONAL FREQUENCIES AVAILABLE TO US SO THAT WE CAN CONTINUE 

5 l  TO SERVE AND PROVIDE COMMUNICATIONS SERVICE THAT WE HAVE ALL 

B ~ LEARNED WITH. THANK YOU. 

7 i  MR.  MCCLURE:  THANK YOU BOTH FOR YOUR 

8 1  COMMENTS. JANEL SMITH. 

91 ME. SMITH: MY NAME IS JANEL SMITH. I 

ol AM THE PRESIDENT OF AMBA WHICH REPRESENTS PRECIOUS METALS 

] l  INDUSTRY~ I N C L U D I N G  THOSE INDEPENDENT M I N I N G  COHPANIES AND 

2 l  E X P L O R A T I O N  AND DEVELOPMENT COMPANIES AND 0 1 L  GAS RESEARCH 

31 EXPLORATION OF ARIZONA. I AM ALSO THE STATE PRESIDENT OF THE 

4 l  ARIZONA SMALL MINERS ASSOCIATION WHICH WAS FOUNDED IN 19}8,  

S I  AND IS THE OLDEST MINING ORGANIZATION IN THE WEST, 

61 F I R S T  DF A L L ,  IF  I MAY, I WOULD L I K E  TO 

7 1  COMPLIMENT MR. SNELL AND H I S  PEOPLE.  T H I S  IS THE T H I R D  

8 1  HEARING I HAVE BEEN TO T H I S  WEEK AND I T H I N K  YOU DESERVE 

9 [  COMMENDATION FOR YOUR PRESENTATIONS. IT IS THE FIRST TIME 

J I HAVE SEEN THESE DONE SO WELL.  

! ] J  AS YOU KNOW, BOTH OF MY O R G A N I Z A T I O N S  

:21 ARE MULTIPLE USE ORIENTED. WE WOULD LINE TO COMMENT ON SOME 

~ l  S P E C I F I C  AREAS.  WE AGREE WITH YOUR RECOMMENDATIONS ON THE 

~41 AREAS RECOMMENDED U N S U I T A B L E ,  BUT PERHAPS FOR D I F F E R E N T  

15 I REASONS, 

l I O B l r  CO~JL'lr I ~ P I O N ~ G  S E I W i C E  
Y I~A .  ARIZOI~ 

-233- 



6 - PUBLIC C O M M E N T S  AND RESPONSES 

I I I 

)8 

l THE CROSBMAN PEAK AREA HAS BEEN 

2 RECOMMENDED UNSUITABLE FOR WILDERNESS, BUT IT IS RECOMMENDED 

3 TO BE DESIGNATED AS A NATIONAL SCENIC AREA, BOTH THE U.5. 
i 

41 GEOLOGICAL SURVEY AND THE U ,S .  BUREAU OF HINES IN  THEIR 

§ MINERAL INVESTIGATIONS HAVE ADDRESSED THE MINERAL VALUES IN 

6 THIS AREA. 

7 OUR INDEPENDENT SOURCES INDICATE THE 

B POSSIBLITY OF THREE DIFFERENT TYPES OF DEPOSITS THROUGHOUT 

9 THIS WSA. THE FORMAL VEIN STRUCTURE, CONSISTING OF GOLD, 

COPPER, SOME MANGANESE, PLACER DEPOSITS ORIGINATING WITH THE 

VEIN GOLD AND WHAT APPEARS TO BE A LARGE DISSEMINATED GOLD 

DEPOSIT, PROBABLY OF SOLUTION ORIGIN AFTER VEIN  STRUCTURES 

WERE FORMED. 

IF  THIS AREA PRODUCES THE TYPE OF 

MINING ACT IV ITY  THESE OEPOSITS INDICATE,  THE ONLY SCENIC 

OPPORTUNITY WILL BE MINE TOURS; THEREFORE, WE RECOMMEND THAT 

THE AREA IS RELEASED WITHOUT RESTRICTIONS. GIBRALTAR 

MOUNTAIN HAS BEEN RECOMMENDED UNSUITABLE AND WE AGREE. 

THERE ARE AT LEAST KNOWN DEPOSITS INSIDE 

THE WSA WHICH CONTAIN GOLD, COPPER, S ILVER,  AND HBHATITE, 

ONE PLACERVILLE DEPOSIT WITH MINOR PRODUCTIONS ALSO LOCATED 

WITHIN THE WSA, 

THERE ARE TWO GOLD AND COPPER DEPOSITS 

JUST OUTSIDE WHICH HAVE HAD SIGNIFICANT PRODUCTION. THE 

CACTUS PLAIN AND EAST CACTUS PLAIN HAVE COPPER AND GOLD AND 

BoBlrcGwIMIlrMJBI~DIK11B~GBEn~lCE 
VUC4A,,'g~BONA 
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SILVER OCCURRENCES dUST OUTSIDE THE BOUNDARY ON THE 

NORTHEAST AND BEAR OUT OCCURRENCES IN THE SOUTHERN PART OF 

THE WSA. 

ALSO WITHIN THE BASIN THERE IS A THICK 

ACCUMULATION OF SEDIMENTS AND VOLCANIC5 WHICH MAY BE FAVORABLE 

FOR STRATA FORMING OR ENDING DEPOSITS. THE ARIZONA BUREAU 

OF GEOLOGY AND MINERAL TECHNOLOGY ON THE BASIS OF GEOLOGIC 

MANAGEMENT NEARBY FEEL THAT THE ROCK CHARACTERISTICS MAY BE 

SUCH THAT THERE IS A GOOD POSSIBLITY THAT BEDROCK COULD BE 

CLOSE TO THE SURFACE, 

IN  OTHER AREAS THIS HAS BEEN AN 

INDICATION OF MINERAL DEPOSITS. THE MUGGING MOUNTAINS, WHICH 

ARE RECOHMENDED AS UNSUITABLE AND WITH WHICH WE AGREE 

CONSIST OF THE MUGGING MINING DISTRICT. THE AREA CONTAINS 

GOLD, SILVER, COPPER, URANIUM AND COMMERCIAL BETONITE DEPOSI~ 

IT IS ALSO VERY POPULAR FOR DPPROAD VEHICLE USE. 

THE SWANSEA WSA IS RECOMMENDED 

UNSUITABLE WITH WHICH WE AGREE. IT CONSISTS OF THE SANTA 

MARIA MINING DISTRICT WHICH HAS RECORDED PRODUCTION OF SILVER 

MANGANESE, GOLD, COPPER, AND HEMATITE. 

THE SANTA MARIA PLACER LINE IS IN THE 

SOUTH CENTRAL PART OF THE WSA. THE TRIGO MOUNTAINS AND TRIOS 

MOUNTAINS SOUTH CONSIST OF THE TRIGO, SILVER, AND EUREKA 

MINING DISTRICTS WHICH HAVE BEEN ACTIVE SINCE 1865, 

THE TRIGD MOUNTAINS CONSISTING OF THE 

IBOI¢I" CO¢IRT ~ G  S~I, / iCE 
Y'OMA. kq lzo l~  

Pho~: (60~ 7~.7591 
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TRIGO AND SILVER DISTRICTS HAVE RECORDED PRODUCTION OF 

MANGANESE, GOLD, AND S ILVER.  THE EUREKA DISTRICT AND TRIGO 

SOUTH CARRIES OUR ZINC AND MINOR COPPER AND IRON 

HINERALIZATION~ DEEPLY OXIDIZED, AND COPPER, SILVER, AND 

GOLD MINERALIZATION IN FAULT FISSURE VEINS. ALL OF THE 

AFOREMENTIONED AREAS CARRY A POTENTIAL FOR MINERAL 

EXPLORATION AND DEVELOPMENT AND WE WOULD CERTAINLY 

RECOMMEND NOT ONLY THAT THEY ARE UNSUITABLE FOR WILDERNESS, 

BUT THAT OTHER RESTRICTIONS SHOULD NOT BE PUT ON THEM 

INHIBITING ANY KIND OF MINERAL EXPLORATION OR OEVELDPHENT. 

KOFA UNITS THREE AND FOUR SHOULD NOT IN 

OUR ESTIMATION HAVE BEEN INVENTORIED. ONE OF THEM, KOFA 

UNIT THREE x CURRENTLY IS USED FOR RECREATIONAL ACT IV IT IES  

AND RECREATIONAL PROSPECTING. NEITHER OF THEM MEET EIS 

CRITERIA. 

IF  IN FACT THE U ,S .  F ISH AND WILDLIFE 

SERVICE WISHES TO WITHDRAW THESE AREAS1 WE WOULD GO ON RECORD 

AS BEING OPPOSED SINCE WE FEEL THAT THE BUREAU OF LAND 

MANAGEMENT IS ALSO CAPABLE OF HANAGINO BIG HORN SHEEP SINCE 

THE AMOUNT OF ACREAGE INVOLVED IN THESE PARCELS WOULD NO WAY 

GREATLY ENHANCE THE KOFA. WE FEEL ALL WOULD BE BEST SERVED 

BY THE HEM RETAINING THEM FOR USE UNDER MULTIPLE USE GUIDE 

LINES. 

WE HAKE NO RECOMMENDATIONS ON THE 

NH]PPLE MOUNTAIN ADDITION RESORT, THE BIG MARIAS NORTH AND 

I m Q T  ~ m 81Ell ' t ' l r~ 
"A~ t  Al~ONa 
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I SOUTH, LITTLE PICACHO PEAK ADDITION, DEAD MOUNTAIN NORTH AND 

2 SOUTH, OR CHEMEHUEVI AS OTHER THAN THAT WE BELIEVE THEy 
i 

3 I SHOULD BE RETURNED TO MULTIPLE USE MANAGEMENT SINCE IN  MOST 
i 

4 CASES THE REASON FOR INVENTORY HAG BEEN NEUTRALIZED. 

5 HOST PEOPLE SPEND THEIR DAYS WITH NO 

6 THOUGHT OF THE ROLE HINING PLAYS IN  THEIR L IVES .  THEY SHOP 

7 TO BUY THE THINGS THEY WANT s BUT SELDOM CONSIDER THE ORIG INS ,  

8 THE FOOD COMES FROM THE GROCERY STORE, ELECTRICITY FROM A 

9 WALL SOCKET t TOOLS FROM A HARDWARE STORE, CARS FROM A DEALER, 

APPLIANCES FROM A DEPARTMENT STORE, AND SO ON. IF WE DO 

THINK HOW THESE THINGS ARE CREATED, HOST OF US PROBABLY BEGIN 

WITH FARMS t FACTORIES~ AND POWER STATIONS. 

IN FACT, THEY ALL BEGIN WITH MINING. 

WITHOUT MINERALS WE COULD NOT TILL OUR SOIL, BUILD OUR 

MACHINES, SUPPLY OUR ENERGYj TRANSPORT OUR GOODS, OR MAINTAIN 

ANY SOCIETY BEYOND THE MOST PRIMITIVE. OUR HORN OF PLENTY 

STARTS WITH A HOLE IN THE GROUND. WE ARE IN TROUBLE IF  WE 

FORGET THAT. 

MINERALS ARE OUR KEYSTONES OF DESTINY. 

AS POPULATION INCREASES, TECHNOLOGY ADVANCES AND THE 

STANDARD OF LIVING CONTINUES TO CLIMB, DEMAND FOR THE 

EARTH'S RESOURCES WILL CONTINUE TO GROW. 

IT IS NECESSARY TO PRODUCE 45 ,000  

POUNDS OF NEW MINERALS EACH YEAR FOR EACH AMERICAN AND TO 

GENERATE ENERGY EQUAL TO HAVING )BE PEOPLE WORKING AROUND THE 

COOPT RIEIROW~TING SEBI r I cE  
YUK~. /~ONA 
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CLOCK FOR EACH OF YOU. THOSE OF US IN THIS INDUSTRY HAVE 

ALWAYS BEEN PROUD TO BE SUCH AN IMPORTANT PART OF YOUR DAILY 

L IVES AND WE FELT A SENSE OF GRATITUDE, ACCOMPLISHMENT, AND 

EVEN WONDER THAT THIS COUNTRY CANNOT EXIST WITHOUT WHAT WE 

PRODUCE DA ILY .  

WE HAVE ALWAYS FELT IT IMPORTANT TO 

KEEP UP OUR SEARCH FOR NEW MINERAL DEPOSITS, TO DEVELOP OUR 

TECHNOLOGY, TO SEE BELOW THE EARTH'S SURFACE. IF  OUR 

TECHNOLOGY AND EXPLORATION METHODS HAVE PROGRESSED IN THE 

LAST TEN YEARS TO A HIGH DEGREE OF EFF IC IENCY,  THE AREAS WE 

IGNORED THEN WITH OUR ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY NOW SHOW 

POSSIB IL IT IES  OF COMMERCIAL DEPOSITS OF STRATEGIC MINERALS.  

WE TOO WISH IT WOULD BE POSSIBLE TO 

MINE IN CONVENIENT AREAS. THINK HOW MUCH SIMPLER IT WOULD 

BE FOR ALL OF US. UNFORTUNATELY MINERALS ARE WHERE YOU FIND 

THEM, NOT WHERE YOU WOULD LIKE THEM TO BE. 

IT IS OUR RESPONSIBILITY TO SEE THAT 

THIS NATION HAS A CONTINUING SUPPLY OF THOSE MINERALS 

NECESSARY FOR OUR C IT IZENS '  DAILY L IVES  AND THE DEFENSE OF 

OUR NATION. WE FEEL THAT THE BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT WILL 

CONTINUE TO 00 WHAT THEY DO BEST, TO MANAGE THE PUBLIC LAND 

FOR ALL ITS CITIZENS. YOU AT THE BLM HAVE ALREADY PROVED 

YOU ARE INDEED MASTERS OF MULTIPLE USE MANAGEMENT. WE ONLY 

ASK THAT YOU CONTINUE TO DO TH IS .  THANK YOU. 

MR. MCCLURE: THANK YOU, MS. SMITH. 

BOI~CO~ ' l r I ~E I~3~ r ] ING SIERVICE 
Y~K~,t~JZONA 

l ANY OTHERS SIGNED UP TO SPEAK? ALLAN~ DID YOU WISH TO SPEAK? 

2 MR. BELT: NO, I WAS GOING TO MOVE THE 

3 PODIUM. 

4 MR. MCCLURE: KATHRYN HICHEL. 

5 MS. MICHEL:  MY NAME IS KATHRYN MICHEL. 

6 I AM FROM SOMERTON AND I AM REPLACING CARRIE MEISTER, 

7 REPRESENTING THE YUMA AUDUBON SOCIETY. 

THIS STATEMENT WAS PREPARED BY THE 

CONSERVATION COMMITTEE OF THE YUMA AUDUBON SOCIETY AND CARRIE 

HAD INTENDED TO READ IT .  WE APPRECIATE THE LONG HOURS THAT 

THE YU~A DISTRICT STAFF HAS PUT INTO RESEARCHING AND WRITING 

THIS DRAFT OF THE RESEARCH MANAGEMENT PLAN AND HAVE FOUND 

MUCH VALUABLE INFORMATION IN IT .  WE WANT TO WORK ~ ITH  THE 

BLM IN ORDER TO PRODUCE A FINAL VERSION WHICH WILL STRONGLY 

PROTECT THE NATURAL RESOURCES OF THE YUMA DISTRICT WHILE 

ALLOWING FOR AN ORDERLY DEVELOPMENT. 

THE DRAFT PLAN NEEDS TO BE STRENGTHENED 

IN SEVERAL WAYS IN  ORDER TO ADEQUATELY PROTECT THE 

19 ENVIRONMENT FROH ADVERSE IMPACT. THE NUMBER OF WILDERNESS 

AND SPECIAL MANAGEHENT AREAS, ESPECIALLY AREAS OF CRIT ICAL  

2] ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN, NEED TO BE INCREASED IN  ORDER TO 

RECOGNIZE THE UNIQUE PLANT AND ANIHAL COMMUNITIES AND THE 

CULTURAL RESOURCES OF THE YUMA DISTRICT. THE YUMA AUDUBON 

~24 WILL ADDRESS SPECIFIC WILDERNESS STUDY AREAS AND SPECIAL 

~25 MANAGEMENT AREAS IN WRITTEN CQMMENTS WHICH WILL BE SUBMITTED 

BORT COURT RE]PORI I~G SERVICE 
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11 BY THE APRIL 19 DEADLINE. 

21 TONIGHT WE WILL dUST POINT OUT THAT 

31 THE PLAN SHOWS MORE CONCERN FOR THE NUMBER OF WILDERNESS 

4 I  AREAS WITHIN THE 2S0 MILES OF PHOENIX AND LAS VEGAS AREAS THAN 

S l  WHETHER PEOPLE IN YUHA HAVE TO DRIVE 2SO MILES TO GET INTO A 

61 WILDERNESS AREA, WE NEED WILDERNESS CLOSE TO THE POPULATION 

~1 CENTERS OF THE LONER COLORA0O RIVER,  INCLUDING YUMA I BLYTHEI 

81  PARKER, LAKE HAVASU CITY,  AND NEEDLES, AND BULLHEAD CITY IN 

91  ORDER TO PROVIDE A FULL RANGE OF RECREATIONAL OPPORTUNITY. 

0 i  THE YUMA AUDUBON IS FAMILIAR WITH THE 

| i  SEVEN WILDERNESS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENTS FOR ARIZONA 

21 AND CALIFORNIA DESERT CONSERVATION AREAS. OF THESE SEVEN, 

31 ONLY THE ARIZONA STRIP AND RECENT PHOENIX ARGA WILDERNESS 

41  PROPOSED ACTIONS RECOMMENDED A SMALLER PERCENTAGE OF THE WSA 

5 [  ACRES THAN THE YUMA DISTRICT AND THE ARIZONA STRIP PROPOSAL 

61 GREW TO INCLUDE MUCH MORE WILDERNESS IN THE ARIZONA 

7 l  WILDERNESS BILL PASSED DURING THE LAST CONGRESS. 

81 WE FEEL THAT THE FINAL RPM SHOULD GIVE 

91 MORE CONCERN TO SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES OF ANIMALS AND PLANTS. 

O I  WE AGREE THAT R IPARIAN HABITAT NEEDS TO RECEIVE PRIORITY 

11 PROTECTION BECAUSE THERE IS ED L ITTLE OF IT LEFT ALONG THE 

21 COLORADO RIVER.  WE ALSO FEEL THAT THE PLAN SHOULD GIVE MORE 

3 [  ATTENTION TO THE FEDERAL AND ESPECIALLY L ISTED ENDANGERED~ 

41  THREATENED, AND RARE SPECIES. AGAIN WE H ILL  MENTION SPECIFIC 

5 i  SPECIES IN OUR WRITTEN COMMENTS, 

l iBEl' CO¢lfrt I~EIIN)III1BCG 8~i~It]I<CE 

~p 

WE FEEL THAT THE ELAPPERRAIL,  FOR 

EX~J~PLE, SHOULD BE GIVEN MORE ATTENTION AND THE BLM SHOULD 

HORK TO INCREASE THE POPULATION SO IT IS NO LONGER AN 

ENDANGERED SPECIES RATHER THAN JUST SUSTAIN ITS PRESENT 

POPULATION. MORE CONCERN SHOULD ALSO BE GIVEN TO CACTI THAT 

ARE IMPACTED AS A RESULT OF A CONCENTRATION OF C,t~IPERS IN  THE 

LONG TERM V IS ITOR AREAS. 

SEVERAL OF THE YUMA AUDUBON MEHBERS 

HAVE INDICATED AN INTEREST IN GOING OUT TO THE WSA'S AND 

5MA'S IN ORDER TO DETERMINE THE PRESENCE OF THE SPECIAL 

STATUS SPECIES OF ANIMALS AND PLANT5. 

THE PLAN SEEMS TO ALLOW FOR AN 

UNLIMITED EXPANSION OF EXTENSIVE RECREATION AREAS ALONG THE 

COLORADO RIVER.  WE FEEL THAT THE BLM SHOULD SET SOME L IM ITS  

ON HOW MUCH LAND WILL BE PROVIDED FOR INTENSIVE RECREATION 

S0 THAT R IPARIAN AREAS AND THEIR WILDLIFE ARE PROTECTED. 

WE RECOMMEND THAT THE BLM ADOPT SOMETHING S IH ILAR TO 

ALTERNATIVE D FOR RECREATION, WE AGREE IN  GENERAL WITH BLH'S 

PROPOSAL ON R.V. USE, BUT BLM NEVER DEFINES WHAT EXISTING 

ROADS AND TRAILS IS ,  ARE THEY THE ROADS AND TRAILS EXIST ING 

AS OF SEPTEMBER 1979 t AS MENTIONED IN THE INTERIM,  OR THE 

USE DESIGNATION WE RECOMMEND THAT BLM EVENTUALLY DESIGNATE 

WHICH ROADS AND TRAILS ARE OPEN TO VEHICLE USE SO THAT THERE 

IS NO DOUBT ENCLOSED AREAS WITH SENSITIVE RESOURCES SUCH AS 

ANIMAL BREEDING AREAS AND RARE PLANTS AND SIGNIFICANT 

BORlr COIIRT ~ G  SEI~ICE 
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CULTURAL RESOURCES. 

THE TERM EXISTING CAN MEAN TOO MANY 

DIFFERENT THINGS TO TOO MANY PEOPLE TO BE MANAGEABLE. THE 

LAND DISPOSAL HAPS ARE CONFUSING. ONE EXAMPLE BEING THE 

O-~ AREAS SHOWN ON MAP NINE. WE HOPE THAT THE BLM WILL SHOW 

MORE CLEARLY WHICH FEDERAL LANDS ARE PROPOSED FOR DISPOSAL 

RATHER THAN dUST SHOWING THE LARGER AREA IN WHICH THEY ARE 

LOCATED ALONG WITH OTHER PRIVATE AND PUBLIC LANDS. 

FINALLY, WE FEEL THAT BLM'S MONITORING 

PLAN SHOULD HAVE BEEN PART OF THE DRAFT STATEMENT. WHAT 

WILL BE MONITORED AND AT WHAT POINT WILL ACTION BE TAKEN TO 

PREVENT DEGRADATION OF A RESOURCE. 

SINCE WE WON'T FIND OUT UNTIL THE FINAL 

RPM, THE ONLY ALTERNATIVE IS TO APPEAL RATHER THAN COMMENT 

IN MEETING WITH BLM. THANK Y0U FOR THE OPPORTUNITY TO 

COMMENT ON THIS PLAN AND WE LOOK FORWARD TO WORKING WITH YOU 

IN ORDER TO RESOLVE OUR CONCERNS ABOUT RESOURCE PROTECTION 

EXPRESSED HERE TONIGHT WHICH WILL APPEAR IN OUR MORE 

EXTENSIVE WRITTEN COMMENT3, THANK YOU. 

MR. NCCLURE: THANK YOU, MS. MICHEL. 

1S THERE ANYONE ELSE IN  THE AUDIENCE THAT WISHES TO SPEAK? 

MR. MCBRIDE: I WOULD LIKE TO SAY 

SOMETHING. 

MR. MCCLURE: PLEASE COME AND TAKE THE 

PODIUM. 

BO~  cO¢ I t r  R I ~  ~dERVICE 
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THE RIVER WITHOUT DAHAGE TO EITHER COUNTRY. AND WE, AS I SAY, 

WE WANT TO HAKE SURE THAT THAT DOES NOT CONFLICT WITH THE 

PLAN OF THE BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT. THANK YOU. 

MR. HCCLURE: THANK YOU. IS  THERE 

ANYONE ELSE THAT WISHES TO SPEAK TONIGHT? 

I APPRECIATE ALL OF YOU ATTENDING 

TONIGHT, A VERY NICE TURNOUT, AND WE APPRECIATE YOUR 

COMMENTS. I WANT TO THANK YOU FOR ATTENDING. YOUR VIEWS 

WILL BE PART OF THE PERMANENT RECORD WHICH WILL REMAIN OPEN 

FOR FURTHER STATEMENTS OR LETTERS UNTIL  APRIL  19,  l gBS .  

AGAIN,  IF  YOU WISH TO WRITE, YOU SHOULD ADDRESS YOUR LETTER 

TO THE RHP TEAM LEADER/ BLH, YUMA DISTRICT, P.O. BOX 5 6 8 0 ,  

YUHA, ARIZONA B536R. THANK YOU FOR ATTENDING. THIS HEARING 

IS CLOSED. 

(WHEREUPON FHE HEARING CONCLUDED AT 8 :15  P .M . )  

COURI" P , ~ G  8EI~VlCE 
YUWA. a~Jzo~ 
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MR. MCBRIDE: MY NAME IS MICHAEL 

MCBRIDE AND I REPRESENT RAY CLOUD MILLS, LTD., AND I WOULD 

LIKE TO SAY THAT I THINK THE BLM IS MAKING A MISTAKE, THERE 

HAVE BEEN MANY TIMES THAT I WAS WORKING AT RED CLOUD MINE 

THAT PEOPLE WOULD COME UP AND THEY NEEDED HELP AND WE WERE 

THERE TO HELP THEM. IF  YOU CLOSE ANY AREAS OFF L IKE  TH IS ,  

LIKE YOU PROPOSE TO DO, YOU PROBABLY ARE GOING TO HAVE PEOPLE 

ENDING UP LIKE THE THREE YOUNGSTERS DID A COUPLE OF YEARS 

AGO IN THE YUMA WASH. THAT'S ALL I HAVE TO SAY. 

MR. MCCLURE: THANK YOU. ANYONE ELSE? 

MR. BOND: MY NAHE IS BOB BOND. I AM 

WITH THE INTERNATIONAL BOUNDARY AND WATER COMMISSION, THE 

U.S. SECTION HERE IN YUMA. AND I WOULD LIKE TO EXPRESS A 

CONCERN OF THE COMMISSI0N AND THAT IS  THAT THE RESPONSIBIL IT IE  

OF THE COMMISSION UNDER VARIOUS INTERNATIONAL TREATIES AND 

AGREEMENTS DO NOT CONFLICT WITH THE RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT AND ITS RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN. 

THE ONE AREA THAT I REFER T0 IS THE 

REQUIREMENT OF THE COMMISSION TO MAINTAIN THE FLOOD CARRYING 

CAPACITY OF THE COLORADO RIVER DURING - -  IN ITS INTERNATIONAL 

REACH FROM THE NORTHERLY INTERNATIONAL BOUNDARY TO THE 

SOUTHERLY INTERNATIONAL BOUNDARY, THE COMMISSION HAS A 

RESPONSIBILITY TO MAINTAIN THAT AND IN DOING IT CLEARS THAT 

SECTION OF THE RIVER EVERY YEAR, EVERY YEAR THAT THE RIVER 

PERMITS, THAT IS, TO INSURE THAT FLOOD WATERS CAN PASS DOWN 

COiL~T I ~ l ~ l l l r l N @  =~EIIVICE 
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Phoenix ,  A r i zo n a  

Tuesday ,  March 5 ,  1985 

7 :00  P.~L 

The c o u r t  r e p o r t e ¢  f a i l e d  to s h ~  up fo~ the  Phoenix h ~ r l n g  so t r ~ s c r i p t s  of  

t h e  proceed~.nZs a r e  uo t  a v a i l a b l e ,  The follow£u 8 ~ £ t t e n  s t a t e m e n t s  e l t h e r  

s u ~ r i z e  or  repcoduce v e r b a t i m  t h e  t e s t i ~ n y  p t o v l d e d  by t h e  s i x  s p i k e r s  a t  

t h e  h e a c l n s .  The accu racy  of  t h e s e  s t a t ~ e n t s  has  been r e f i l l e d  by s i g n a t u r e  

of  the  s p e a k e r s .  

D1 THs,~ PRESE~ BY OREW CK~OK CONC'~INO THE YLKMA DIaTP/~T DRAFT RES01R~CE 
mJa. ~aom~Ix, A~INO~A. SaCS 8. 1885. 

I VI~O=O~SLY FRffTgST Bl/~'S I~I~S/tL TO E E C O ~  AREAS OF HIGH UILDE~/~KS$ 

VAL/JES BECA8$Z OF ~ POS$1BIL[TH OF HINER/tL POTEh'TLa, L IN THE AREA. TBE 

DZCININ~ OF WKETa~R AN AREA'S WILDEKNESS VALSES AKE DOKINATE OTHR ITS H I N E ~  

FG'L'EI~L%L WILL ~E FADS BY COI~GKKS8 NOT THE BLM. 

I EI~O~,SE TlUtNSFE~RING ALL OF WSA 5-31 (~,OFA 3 SOgTB) AND 5-39 (KOFA 4 NORTH) 

TO THE ~FA ~ATIOXAL WILDLIFE RE~/GS FOR WILDSRMESS, I AM PA~TICULRRLY 

COI~L~RWLrD T~&T THE PORTION OF THE CASTLE DO~ HOI)WrAINS NOT IN T~ P~EI~q~ NOW 

I N C L ~  IN ~ T R ~ S ~ R .  

ALL OF T~E TRINO HOV~ININS USA= 5-23a arm 5-23b, WHICH ARE ADJACENT TO 

WIIIZEq~S$ AJ~J~ PR0?OSED BY Tl~  L ~ L ~ I  ~ATIONAL WII~LIFE ~J~U~g SHOUL~ 8E 

~lt/~S?]INgJ~ TO ~ ~J~F~GE FOR INCLUSION IN TE~IN WILDERNESS P&OP0SKL. 

T~E BLM SHOULD EECOM~'~D ALL 70 ,980  ACRES OF THZ CACTUS PLAIN w~.  5-14a/b AND 

ALL 13,785 ACRES oP ~ EAST CACTUS PLAIN WSA 5 -17 .  YOU INOU~D ALSO ACQUIRE 

THE 3680 ACRES OF STATE LAND b~EEDED TO COMPLETE THE AREA. IN TU~ INTERIM, TRE 

Ba,M SHOULD ~TTI~R COntrOL DRy USAGE AND ~ZIN~ TO ezo~zcT T~ ugzquz  

THC~TATIN~ SlrUATIO~S ~ TH~SE . ~ , s .  

1 PROTEST T ~  DROPPING OF SWANSEA WSA 5-15a  ~ECAU$E OF ITS ~ POTENTIAL. 

I Oh'DERST~N'D THE USA R~ 80 RECORO OF MINERAL PRODUCTION IN OVER & CENTLtRX. 

D2 

THE YUMA F~TROPOLITAN AKEA NEEDS NEAESY WILDERNESS LIKE THE ~g3GGINS MOUNTAINS 

WSA 5-58. T~ MIgINC eL&INS ARE POST FLPKA AS Tim AR~ ~ WITHDRAW~ T~Z ~aZA. 

PROPOSING TEZ CROSSMAN PEAK w~ 5-7b FOR WILDERNESS WILL PEESERVE THE SCENIC 

VALUES THE BLH HAS RECOGNIZED IN PROPOSING IT  AS A NATURAL SCENIC AREA WSILE 

ENK~NCING THE [~CREATION DIVERSITY !~OR ~ ~ HAVASg CIT~ AEEA. 

TI~ GIBR/~TAR ~OUNTAIN WSA 5-12 PROVIDES IMPORT.a~T BA~ITAT FOR BICROP3~ SHEEP. 

WILD~WqZSS DESI¢gATZOg YON T~Z ~ WOULD PROT~CZ THIN nASIT~T ~ P&OV/DZ 

~UNI"g~S WITH ~ " A ~ S K A  S1~l,g BIN C40~ ~JNT" IN A~ZZOK~. ~ 6020 AC~ZS O~ 

MINERAL SUSSUR~A6~ ESTATE SRotrLD ~ ACQOIRZD SO T~AT THE WSA CAN BZ ETmKNDSD 

TO A F~LL 10,460  ACRES. 

I c g v : t I ~  THaT THE FoPJZCODZO S T A ~ z ~ r ~  IS  ~,~ ACC0"PATZ ~ZCO~ OF ~ C,O~ZZttS I 

PRESENTED AT A PUBLIC B~EEING CONCEDING T ~  BUREAU OF ~ ~,NAOEFDR~'S DRAFT 

~IgTRICT P~80~RCE MANAGE}~NT PLAN A}~ ENgIRO~WTAL IMPACT STAT~)~NT ~ L D  

IN P ~ O ~ I ~ .  ARIZONA, ON TUESDAY, MARC~ 5, 1985, AT 7 P.M. 

Z~STI~OI~ O~ JONI ~OS~ FOR TI~ ~ C.~WON CaMR'ER 0!' T ~  SINRRA C~Im AI~ T ~  
ARIZOHA WILDERNESs COALITION ON Tl~ ~ DISTRICT ~SOBRC~ H ~  PLAN. 

F~OENIX, AEINOHA, ~ ( = H  5 ,  1985.  

TIMB][ YOU FOR OFFERING THIS ~tl~f=~ TO COl~ o~ ~ ~ DISTRICT ~ IN 

PEOm¢IN. r~sz AR~ I.~DS w~ USa m~ C.MUZ ASOUT, EVEN TBOUGB T~ A&~ 8pmu,~ 

HO~RS AWAY. A Imom~Ix ~,ARING IS GX]U~TLY APPREC~ATSD ~ R  THOSE OF us wad WA~T 

TO MAKE A STATm4ENT ~UT WEO CANNOT ~4SILY MAKE THE TR~P TO THE Y0~A ~INTRICT 

Oa A w R m ~ q I ~ .  

MY N~ IS JOB~ BOSB, AND I AM SPEAKING TONIGHT AS VICE CRKZR D¥ TI~ GRAND 

CANYON CI~FrSR OF T~ SlRRRA cure Aim ~s CO0~mIaATOR ~O~ ZmZ AWIZO~A 

WI~DSRtmSS COALITION. 

I WOIK.D LIKI~ TO ADDRBSS JUST T~ W;X,DSRNESS ASPECTS OF ~ FLAN TONIGht. 

FIRST, I ' D  LIKE TO OPFER SOl~ C C t t ~ T ~  ON I~DIVIDUAL W I L D - - S 8  9T~)Y AREAS, 

AN~ THEN I HAVE 80HE ~ COHH~NTS TO (~OSE WITH. 

TH~ ,~mgs GITHN '~OR NOT PROPOSn~ C~J3SS~N t ~ 6 K  yON WILDS]~T=SS /a]~ T~AT T~ 

W I 1 D ~ S S  vAur~s ~ ~ SOT NOTm~OXTHY ~ T~RI~ IN  POTr~TL~L FO i  M[S~G. 

T ~  O ~ F T  eL.~a PROFOSZ9 I N S T r ~  TO r ~ c L 4 ~  THIS A~CEA A ~ATIONAL S C ~ l C  ~ .  

I"OKA DISTRICT SHOULD MAK~ UP ITS MII~ WHAT IT VA~TS FOR TKIS ARK&. 

IT SE~S STE~GI~ TO RZCO~IZ~ A~ ARE& AS A ~ATIOHaL SC~IC RE90URC~ ~ILZ 

SAYING IT ISN'T PRETTY ENOUGH TO BE A WIIDERNESS. IT IS CLEARLY CONTRADICTORY 

TO /,LLO'~ ~ INING I~  /~I ~ THAT IS  D~SIC~.TI~, FOR SPECIAL SC~glC t.[ANAG~4~gT. 
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THE ONLY WAY THEE MAKES SENSE IS IF THE DZSIGNATIOH OF NATIOHE~ SCESlC AREA 

DOESF'T MEAN ANY'~ING, AN~ WE'RE AFRAID THAT IS INDEED T~ CASE. IF SCENHEY 

I s  TO BE REOITCTE~, T~  TFR AN~  SROULD BE PROFOSFU FOE WILFRPSHES 6HHAUSE FR 

KNOW THAT DZSI~ATIOH WILL DO TI~ JOB. 

wz ca~umcE  T~  ELM's /FUO~HT THAT ~HES ~ IS HOT AN OUTSTANDING 

WILCERNESS C&ITDINATE. TB BI~'S M WORDS ~ORKECTLT DESCEISH THE A82A AS 

RAVING "COMPLEX TOPOGRAPHY" WITH "SURFRISIH~ DI'/~RSITY OF TERRAIN, VEGETATION 

AND RZLDLTYZ II£~KING] IT HIGHLY DHEIRABLE FOE ACTI%qTINS II~OLV~HG FOOT OR 

E01LqZBA(~ TRAVEL." M AREA HAS "SWEEPING" VISTAS OF SU~H~DING AREAS. AS A 

SCENIC BACEDROP AND NEARBY P~ECREATION SPOT FOR LAKE HAVASU CITY, CROSSM~N PEAK 

WOHLD SE~4 IDKAL FOR WILD]~SS DESIGNATION. 

M GIERALTOE MOUNTAI]4S REPRESENT A CAFITULATIOR TO T~ STATUS QHO. TEE BIM 

RECOGNXEES THE EIGH-C~JALITE WILD~SS THAT T]~ AREA CONTAIHH, IRCLUDIH@ 

F~ITAT FOR PEKECEINE FALCO~ AND BALD EAGLES AS WELL AS STUNNING LANDFORMS. 

IT WOULD SEEM WELL WCETR TRYINC TO EXCHANGE OUT OR St.~ THE CEIVATE HINERAL 

ESTATES, SET T~ ELM CITES " M  PROBLEMS OF EST~ .SHIEG FAIN MARKET VAI~JE FOR 

MIN~XAI~" ~ THE KE~SON NOT TO TRY. THIS IS NOT ~T.~.Y COEVINCING~ ESPECIALLT 

SINCE THE BLM m OTREK PANTS OF T ~  STATE IS HOW ACTIVELy EHCACEH IN EXAHTLT 

THIS TYPE OF TRADING. RECENTLY THE RIN~4AN RESORECE AREA MOVED AHEAD WITH k 

TRADE BEWESH M STAT~ AND B1M MOLVING 130,000 ACRES OF SPLIT ESTATE 

LANDS. THE STATE IS NOW INVOLVED IN A THREE-WAY TRADE WITH ELM AND M FISH 

A ~  WILDLL~ SEE'/IFR IN COHEOLLDATING SURFARE AND SHHECE~ARE EOLDmRE IN 

SEVEHAL LOCATIONS, INCLUDTRH FRIG~FRING LT2ERLU~, HE';ASH A ~  NOFA ~ATIORAL 

WILDLIFE REFUCES. 

THE PE(X~SS OY A0~HINING M ~ L  ESTATES I9 ESTABLISHED, tr~DHESTOOD AND 

PREHTI~ IN HAHE FU~CES IN AE/ZOHA HT Tim HLM. THA ~ DISVEXCT EHOULH MORE 

THO~HGKLT INVESTIGATE THE FUCEREILITIBS TOK EIN~AL TRADES IN M HEHEALTOR 

NOV.'~A INS. 

TEE CACTES ~ AREA IS CLE4E~Y A K N I ~  AND WORTHY ADDITION TO ~ EATZONAL 

W I L H ~ S 9  TRHSREV.q,TIUR HESTm4, ~ T~Z ELM URS~VES PREINE FOR e£cm,9~NOmo 

IT FOg. WrLD~SS. HE~ .  M ~INREORING REST CACTUS n,AIN SHOULD BE 

REC01,~O~/~'HED FOR P]~OTOCTION AS WELL BECAUSE ~ S E  AEEAS ARE URIneS. 

siNCE T~  ELM HAS ~OT FROFUSED A~  OT~R ~ OH T~  ARIZONA SIDE OF T~  

DISTRICT TOE. WILDHRNESH, ~ IN NO REASOW TO BE MODEST ~RE.  DROF~INO HAST 

CACTUS PLAIN BECAUSE IT DUPLICATES CACTUS PLAIH, ~ CUTTING 20,000 ACRES OF 

CACTUS PLAIN FOE TOWREIVE EHEA/4SION BY HAWKER ARE COMPECEISHE THAT ARE GOING 

OVE~OARD. T~EEE APE HUNDREDS 0F T~OUSA~DS OF ACHES ]~ T~ ~ DISTRICT 

ALOFR WHICH HAVE BHIN LEFT OPEN FOR DEVELOPMENT. T~ ADDITIONAL AC~HE IN  

WILD~NESS WOULD ADD NOCE MORE IN P~SERVATIOR VALUZ TUAN T~Y WOULD IN 

REVELO~aT OPPFRTURITL A ~  I~ T ~  ELM IS GOINH TO PROVEHE TRE EAST CACTUS 

~.AIN ~ I~ ~opos~m. T~  T~RE IN NO ~ O R  HOT TO INCLUFR IT, TOO. m A 

WILDKE~ESS RECC~RTION.  

oRE ADDITIOHAS CO~HT OF ~FR AREAS. GRAZING SHOULD HE ELIMINATED TO 

PROTECT M VEFRTATIFR VALblZS WHICH MAKE THESE AREAS SO SITCIAL A~ FOR WHICH 

TRE CACTUS eLAIN IS REINH sEcomm~m~m FOR WILD- -HE .  W~ILE WILFRmIHES 

CESICEANINH ITSEI/ ALLOWS M COHTINOATIO~ OF UR~ZTEG, T ~  aLM SHEEZ.D TAXI Tm~ 

~HT SFRF TOWARDS COMPLE'~ PROTKCTIOH OP THIS HCOSYSTEM BT ELIMINATING CRAZING 

~LTOCET~ ~0~  T~SE eLAC~S TO ASLOW A TFULY HATUHAL SHCCREHEOH OF P L ~  A~m 

ANIMAL LIFE TO oHECE, 

THE SWANSEA AREA IS AS DESEK%'IHG OF WlLDERI~SS PPJ~ECEICE AS THE O T ~  ARY~S 

ZF ~ CA!CE HAVASU REHEOH, SO IT WAS A SHAKE TO REE THAT IT FELL 9TCTIN TO 

ALLECED MINERAL POTE~'fIAL. WITH SO MUCH OF THE REST OF THE YSMA DISTRICT 

PROPOSED TO BE OF~q FOR MINING, IT'E DITFICULT TO SEE WHY THIS AREA ~OULD HA]~ 

MUCH DIT~EP~NCE TO THE NATION'S STRATEGIC MINHEALS STH~ICE. 

T~ ELM FEINTS OUT THAT NO RECOFU~ PROURCTIOE HaS ocEFRmm ~ TR~ wRE SINCE 

1862, EVEN THOUGH cOPFR£, GOLD AND SILE]~K WERE BRING FUODUCED ALL AKOCED IT DP 

THEOUHH 1970. ~WANREA DOES NOT SOUI~ LREE AN AP~ RIFE HTEH MINERAL VALUE. 

TET VALUES ARE KNOWN FOR WILDREFRSS, INOLDDIMH k HALF-MILE RIFAKIAN EONE. 

S ~ L Y  NOW~RES T~IN ~TERELt~ ~ IS F ~  MORE URI~UE ~ VAI~3LM A FRFUREEE 

TRAN YET ONZ MOl~ MINLqG CLALq IN YET ORE MORE PLAYED- OUT M I ~  DISTRICT. 

TH~ TRIGS AHD EOUTH TEIGO RRERTAINS S~OULD RE COHEIDERHD FOR INCLREIOH WITH 

THE INI'gHEAL HATIONAL WILDLREH REFUGE. IT'S 0BV~OUS THAT THE HLM NO~E NOT 

HART TO CEOTECT T~4 FROM MINI~G RVFR THOUGH TRET FORERE A WILDLIFE REKFUFR 

WILDP~ESS ~ROTOSAL AND APE YEAE-NOUN~ HAEITAT FOE DESERT EIGHER~ SHEHP, 

THE TWO AREAS ~ RrvEm~LY RH~FU, HATURING ~ FRIHREORING REFUFR ~S. 

THEY LIE FRMRE T ~  RENOCE AND M Y M  REOVIMH REOUNOS, AND WODID ~OFR 

FROEABLT EZ EA81ER MANAGED BY TITHER OF %'HOWE AGRECIHS EAT~EE THAN THE RLM. 

TRE ELM HAS AN OPFUREUNIHT TO ~ A ~  THESE REE~S T~OUGU HI1D~X~SS 

HESITATION A.9 A YROTECTIVE BUFFER TO T ~  REFUGE A ~  AS AM IHPC~T#d4T RILDLI~E 

AND SCENIC AREA IN T ~ I E  OW~ RIGHT. BY ALLOHINH MINING TO OCCUR REEK, THK FLM 

TEKEATERE TEE REEFUCE LANDS WHICH LIE DOWNHILL A ~  WHICH ARE OF TOO LITTLE 

ACKEACE TO PEOVECT THEMSELVES FgOM HTINREORING AHTIVTTIES. 

NORE CEITR 3 soln'~ x~m 4 ~CET~ ALSO FRSRE~ TO FR TRANSFRItaED TO TEE YIUR AND 

HILDLTEE SERHECE FOE ADDITION TO T~  KOFA HATEONAL WII/)LITE REFUGE. THE ELM 

URECEINES B~  OF THEM, C~IFR CO~CTLT, AS REING "nV/'EURAL FA~[S]  OF M 

MOUNTR/NOCE AREA ~4BRARED IN THE CONTIGUOHE WILDL~E REFUCE UNIT, IT SHOULD 

BE ASDED THAT M REFUGE L A ~  NEXT TO BOTH THERE AREAS BA~E BKEN REC~9~EHEED 

FUI~ WILHE~ZSS. 

THESE ARE TWO AREAS THAT FOR}~E ~TEEIOE SECRETARY JAMES WAT~ DROPPED FROM THE 

Hla's WILREMSS RE%qRE. NOW 1~ ~ DISTRICT HAS ~ I M D  THAT THE ELM 

REALLY DOESN'T WANT T~ PROTECTED AS WILDHRI~SS. TOPOG~HIC.%LLY, THEy ARE 

ALR~ADT PART OF TEE KOFA REFUGE, SO LET'S GIVE THeM TO THE REFUGE WH~RE T~Y 

RELOMO ARE HILL BE CAPED FUR. 

M ~ D O ~ S  NOtmTAINS ~ AN ANSHEUTE NOST FOR WILDREREHE PROFRCTIOE. M Y  

ARE A SANFRLOUS RILREREEHE RE.RATINE O~TURTWNITY FOR TEE CREWING TOTOLATIHN 

OF M Y M  ~I%~A, AND THEY ARE OUTSTA~DIHGLy RUGGED AND SCENIC. 
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TKZ BLM T~SICALL~ CONW~ES T~ BXlST~C~ O~ MINING CU~I~S wire HINE~AL 

~OTZNTL~L. TNE FACT THAT ~ ~G~L~S W~ CLOSED FOR ~ TO MmESAL gNT~Y 

AS PA~T OF T~ ~ ~ v I N ~  c R o ~  PE0~A~T &COO~S NE~ NOWE ~0~ T~ HEc~  

FXLIN@ OF MINING CLAI~ THAN ANY tEAL D~VECOP~qT PKOMISS. IN FACT, ~ BI2('a 

OWN DESCKIPTIOS OF THE H~q~AL VALUES S&YS THAT COLD. TH~ ONE MINERAL 

~/STOEICALLY PRODUCED mKKE, COCUES IN DEPOSITS TEAT "ARE PROBABLY TOO SMALL TO 

BE CONSIDER]® AS A RESOURCE. = 

THE MUGGINS E]$SESVE BRTTES. TSAN THAT. THEY DESERVE WILDS3BESS PROTECTION. 

IN COSCLUSIOH. I'D LINE TO ADD A ~ TBOU&~TS ON WBEKE WE CO F~M HEKE. 

T~KE UAS ~EN SOME TALK O~ THE HIM TRYING TO P~T TO.THOR A STATEWIDE 

~iLupmmNE I~DPONEL T~AT v E ~ s m c r s  A cm~amiNE. ~ SOT A CONSENSUS. SETWE~ 

W~[CO8 Ilr~NEST NEOU~S. I C .~o~ s~ HOw w~'ES ~¥ ~oa TEAT GIVEN TNE 

PALTRY ~'ILDmm~NE ~C~m~T IONE NErVE s~  IN T~  D~ PLA~ ~ESWE 

DISCOSSION TOEIGHT. 

~ S  ~ ESsm~a~ CO~n~ICT AT AL~, EST~IAL O~ PEal,, IN C~ESE TO DXOP A~ 

ARE& - -  ~ I8 T ~  S ~ C H I N E ?  

w~ VEI~ ~ZI~LIN~ ~ WlLD~SS I.~S ~,o~m~al~ W~LDL~S NEFU&~ WILD~U~mSS 

NEOPNEAL~ ~ SOT ESU~m COITA~U~ -- g~ IS ~;~ SESSlTIVITT TO T~  WlIDL~ 

nESOCH~? 

SUCH HESITANT. MODEST I~FII~]~R[~SS PROPOSALS A9 FOUND IN T~ YSMK DISTEICT 

DO ~OT GIVE W:I£DNE~ESS ~VOEaTES ~ E0~IV~IOH TO PUSE ~Oa ~SOLUTION OF T~ 

1 

WILDEm~NE ~ST ION IN WEST~E~ teIZObU,. EW~ DEPraVING "rim Alums A~AIEST 

n~m~IM ~Ja~HT  INT~NEIONS s~  ~,~WE]~&~IN TO OI'ESING ALMOST ALL o f  THZSE 

~2UL N~S UP TO NEVESoF~m~. 

~ E  ~ I~CO~D~  TOtaL CON-W'D.D~m~SS VEUPOSALS FOE TNESS SPECIAL I~ESS ESH 

FOO POE ~ oPPoEmmiTY TO ~ N T  ~ TONIGEr. 

I CERTIFY THAT T~ POREGOINS STA~MENT IS AN ACCLrEATE EECOED OF T~ C C ~ S  I 

~SZWIND AT ~ mmLco ~ I N G  c o ~  TEE ~UNEA~ oY ~ KCNANE~T'S UPNET 

Y~MA DSST~CT RESO~CE MANAGEMENT PLAN A~D ~ K 0 ~  ~4P~CT STATE~ HELD 

IN PHOTO, AE~ZOHA, OH TUESDAY, MA~ 5, 1985~ ~ 7 P.M. 

s~aa~tu~a O~te 

D3 

ARIZONA 
MINING ASSOCIATION 

c J~4SEN 

THE COUNTS Or 
THE ARIZONA MINING ASSOCIATION 

ON THE BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
YUMA DISTRICT 

DRAgT RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN AND 
DRAFT WILDERNESS ENVIRON~HTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

PHOENIX, ARIZONA 
MARCH 5. 1985 

I am Jack Pursley, Director of public Affairs of the Arizona 

Mining Association. The Association represents the 15 major 

mining companies that produce most of the copper, molybdenum, 

silver and gold in the skate. 

I am commenting here t~ay because the Association is 

seriously concerned about the continuing actions of the Federal 

government to remove and restrict public lands from productive 

use. Approximately two-thirds of all public lands in the united 

states are now effectively withdrawn from mineral development. 

In Arizona, existing wilderness areas total 2,000,000 acres and 

it has been determined that approximately 30 million additional 

acres (two-thirds of the Federal lands in Arizona) are unavail- 

able or highly restricted to mineral resource development by 

other withdrawals including BLMWilderness Study Areas, Forest 

Service Wilderness Study Areas, Primitive Areas, Scenic Areas, 

Game Preserves and Refuges, Parks and Monuments, Defense Depart- 

ment withdrawals, Indian Reservations and n~erous other 

2702 N. Third Stleel Suite 2015. Phoenix. Arizona 05004 • (602] 266-4415 

withdrawals. Each of t h e s e  categories has b e e n  formed by 

individual withdrawal actions with little or no consideration 

to the cumulative sffect of all withdrawals in Arizona. The 

Association feels that this cumulative effect must be addressed 

and considered in this tiE. 

The Resource Management Plan (RMP) for the Yuma Distriat 

proposes as its preferred alternative to designate as wilderness 

51,510 acres in two Wilderness study Areas. Initially, this 

recommendation appears to be a rensonable comprom/se. The RMP 

states that, under the preferred alternative plan being recom- 

mended, only four percent of the ELM-managed lands would be 

recommended for wilderness designation (page 22]. However, 

this figure is very deceiving since it seems to downplay the 

large number of land areas in the Yuma District already withdrawn 

from mining or on which future restrictions on mining can be 

expected. 

In addition to the 51,510 acres proposed for wilderness, 

the RMP also proposes to transfer 900 acres to the U.S. Fish 

and Wildlife Service for wilderness, 5,200 acres will be with- 

draWn under an Area of czitlcal Environmental concern. 4.110 

acres of land administered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife SerVice 

have been recommended fo~ wilderness, and there currently exists 

275.000 acres within the Yuma District that are subject to Bureau 

of Reclamation withdrawals. These figures add up to a total of 

006.880 acres which comprise approximately 28 percent of the 

total (1.2 million acres) of public lands administered within 

the Yuma District. 
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I n  addition to these withdrawals, there are 426,425 acres 

of land, including cultural resource sites, scenic areas, lands 

managed under special restrictions and priority wildlife habitat 

areas, on which there will be land management restrictions. 

Although the RMP provides that minlng will be permitted in these 

latter areas, it is quite likely, as a practical matter, that 

approval of plans of operations wlll he more difficult to obtain 

without numerous and perhaps onerous restrictions being placed 

upon the mine operator. The total of the withdrawn lands and 

the restrlcted-use lands within the yuma District equals 763,305 

acres, or approximately 64 percent of the total land administered 

therein. The concern of the Arizona Mining Association is that 

these restrictions will not allow the systematic evaluation 

of subsurface resources within the Y~a District. With a number 

of recent gold and silver discoveries and mine developments 

occurring near the California-Arizona border such as the Plcacho, 

Potholes, Fortuna, Mesquite and Cargo gold deposits and the 

silver deposits of Sheep Tanks and the Silver District near 

the Imperial National Wildlife Refuge, the Association believes 

we can ill afford to withdraw or restrict these lands prior 

to a thorough mlneral evaluation. A~ ~ Wilkins, Jr. of St. 

Joe American Corporation states in his treatise on The Distri- 

bution of Gold - and Silver-bearing Deposits in the Basin and 

Range Province, Western United States, "the overall spatial and 

temporal distribution of (gold and silver] deposits within the 

Mohave Block [the area in which the yuma BLM district occurs) 

may not represent an absence of mineralization or an inadequacy 

of other geologic contents, but may be artificially induced 

by the vast tracts of lands withdrawn from mineral entry." 

The Arizona Minln0 Association is currently conducting a 

detalled review of the WSAs within the Yuma District for 

their mineral potential. We will submit written comments prior 

to the April 18, 1985 deadline. 

I wish to discuss two other areas of concern to the 

Association. First, the RMP is deficient in not reviewing 

the appropriateness of the 275,000 acres of land within the 

district that is presently subject to Bureau of Reclamation 

wlthdrawals. According to the Federal Land Policy and Manage- 

ment Act (FLPMA}, the Secretary of the Interior is to develop 

land use plans for all public lands regardless of whether the 

lands previously have been withdrawn. FLPMA, Section 202(a). 

Additionally, there is inadequate consideration given in the 

aMP to the combined effect of the Bureau of Reclamation with- 

drawals and those additlonal BLM withdrawals proposed in the RMP? 

SeCOndly, at page ll of the RMP it states that "the areas 

reviewed by Congress but not added to the National Wilderness 

Preservation System would be managed in accordance with other 

applicable guldancs provided by this RMP." Later in the RMP, 

under item |18 on page 80, it states that lands recommended as 

unsuitable for wilderness preservation "eventually" would be 

released from further wilderness and returned to multiple use 

management or other uses indicated in the RMP. ~ For those WSAs 

not reco~endsd for wilderness and that are not included in the 

Special Management Area, Priority Wildlife Habitat A r e a  or Area 

of Critical Environmental Concern, the aMP lacks guidance for 

future land management. It is the Arizona Mining Association's 

contention that those WSA lands not recommended for wilderness 

or other special use areas should be immediately returned to 

multiple use management, 

The Arizona Mining Association will suhm/t more detailed 

comments prior to the April deadline. At this time, we feel 

that the RMP/EIS is inadequate in a number of respects. In 

particular, we are certain that the RMP/EIS should be redrafted 

to more fully reflect the cumulative effect of all withdrawals 

in Arizona in the context of the U.S. mineral policies currently 

in effect. The Arizona Mining Association is most willing to 

provide that assistance to the BLM in this endeavor. 

We appreciate this opportunity to submit these comments. 

Amax Arizona, Inc. 
Anamax Mining Company 
Anaconda Minerals Company 
ASARCO, Incorporated 
Callahan Mining Corporation 
Casa grande Copper Company 
Cyprus Bagdad Copper Company 
Cyprus Johnson Copper Company 
Duval Corporation 
Inspiration Consolidated Copper Company 
Kennecott 
Magma Copper Company 
Noranda Lakeshore Mines, Inc. 
Phelps Dodge Corporation 
Pinto Valley Copper Corporation 
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I CEETISY THAT THE FOHEGO~S NTATE~ IS AN ACCURATE E~COKD D? ~ COMMENTS I 

m~snn~D AT A PD3LIS m~mmG CONCO~m0 THE ~DK~AU OF LAND Mm~Gm~T'S DK~T 

YOMA DISTRICT RESOUECO MA~AHEMEMT PLAN ABD ENgIRO~4E~L%L IMPACT STAT~ HELD 

IN PE0~IX, AKIZOBA, ON TL~SDA¥, MANe8 5, 1985, AT 7 P.M. 
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#; ~, Arizona Commission of 
'= ~' Aqriculture end 14orticulture 
~ #~i) ~6BBWESTADAM$ • PHOENIX ARIZONA85OO7 " ~602}25~4373 

HF~D S£BVIC~ 

State Abe]cultural Latom~r~ D~iet OIf~e~ Olfi~ of State Chcm~t 
Fruit & Vege~b]e Standardization ]nspec~on SLttlo~ Board oF P=tlclde C~troi 

DATE : 

TO: 

FROM: 

D4 

11 

March 21, 1985 

Dennis Turowshl, Planning Team Leader 
BLM, Yuma District Office 

R. A. Deuntry~n, Director, Western Region ~ t ~ / ~ O  
Arizona Dommisslan of Agriculture and Horticulture dturs ~ 

SUBJECT: Yu~a Distr ict  Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement 
(Quartslte Tourist Impact on Vuma Distr ict Lands and Vegetation) 

On March 5. 1985 at the Marlcmpa Supervisors' Auditorium at 7 p.m, before the BLM 
hearing off icer, Lawrence McManry, the following statement was made: 

"The Arizona Commission of Agriculture and Horticulture have been working in 
comper~tlon with eLM regarding enforcing the Native Plant Law requirements in 
the Quartslte area where for four to six months visi tors come into the Quartslto 
area and camp out and impact the protected native plants in the area." 

Listed are some of the envlronmentsl problems impacting this area: 

I. Sanitation - RV's, trai lers and al l  other camping methods - not suff ic ient dump 
stations for approxlmately 30,000 people and during the Pow Wow some 100.000 
people are in the area for approximately three weeks. Faci l i t ies are llmited to 
non-exlstant; for ma~ they dump or use the desert. 

2. Water - Limited f a d l i t l e s  for water which impacts the whole area where drinking 
water Is at a premium. 

3. Native Plant Law problems result when the visitors have to have a f i re  to s i t  
around each night and the only fuel supply are the two protected native trees, 
polo verde and ironwood. With wri t ten permission of the landowner, the law 
al lows a person to take less than a cord of wood. The state laws governing these 
protected native trees on federal land is that state authorities honor al l  federal 
wood permits. 

P~orandum 
March 21, 1985 
Dennis Turn, ski 
Page 2 

The agreement the Commisslon worked out at our meeting at Quarhslts two years ago was 
as follows: 

A. 8ead and downed wood, no more than twenty pounds per individual camp site per 
stay during the season. This was stated before one thousand persons at the 
.meting center in Quartsite. 

g. I t  was also agreed between eLM and ACAR that any federal pe~ i t  issued, even for 
less than a cord, would also have to get a Native Plant Permit, in order to assist 
in the enforcement of the law in the area, 

C. The dead and downed wood has been stripped from the area, either by permit or no 
permit, as well as l ive tree cutting. Large stacks of wood and ash-fi l led f i re  
rings and f i re pits are evidence of large a~ounts of wood being consumed on a 
regular basis. In our investigation of the area in question, i t  was noted that 
seml-per~anenh camps were ~ved up and dow~ wash areas in orde~ to be by a convenient 
supply of wood. 

D. The ecology of the area is being destroyed. This is a lo~ ra in fa l l  area and 
reproduction of the trees, which is by seed, under these condthions is almost 
non-extstant. The shelter that the dead and downed wood provides for plants and 
animals ts lost. The heavy continuous t ra f f t c  on this desert pavement contributes 
to the erosion as the result ing loss of vegetation due to the low ra in fa l l ,  

E. The 8LM needs an immediate plan to provide some control over the continued 
destruction of an unique desert ecology, i f  action is taken soon, this area 
Would take as much as a hundred years to recover under the present cl imatic 
conditions. 

F, gLM needs more manpower in the area to handle hhe problem, tncludtn 9 an enforcement 
officer. ACAH, on a 11mlted budget and manpower in the area served from Ehrenberg 
and Parker, aren't able to check the area frequently enough to heed the wood theft 
under control. 

(Prefazory S~at~enz) 

Mrs. Carolina Butler 
TESTIMONY pRE~KNTED BY ~OUR NAME HEgE) CONCBRNINC THE YUMA DISTRICT ORAFT 
~S0URCEMANAGK~ENT PLAN. P~OE~IX, A~IZORA. MA~CH 5, 1985. 

(NARRATIVE ~CO~TINC ORAL TEST~O~ HERE) 

(Cles ieE or c e r t t f y i n z  Seaeemen~) 

[ CERTIF@ THAT THE FOREGOINC STATEMK~T IS AN ACCURATE RECORD OF THE COMMenTS 
I P~ESKNTED AT A PUBLIC ~EARI~C CONCERNING THE s t r ~ u  OF LAND MANACHMKNT'S 
P~t~T ~ DISTRICT RESOURCE ~AG~HENT PLaN AND ENVIROS~f~NTAL XM~ACT STATEMENT 
HELD IN PHOENIX, ARIZONA, ON TUESDAY, MARCH 5, 1985, AT P:OO P.M. 

Sign=cure Date 

Mrs. Carolina Butler 
11837 N. Paradise Drive 
8cottsdale, Arlz 85254 
(602) 948-8824 
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April 18, 1985 

Yuma District hp. 7~ ~ 3 
P.0. Box 5680 ~ .... 
yuma, ~rlzona 85364-0697~M= k LONK 

Re: ~af% yuma District Rssource Management Plan and EIS 

~ear Sir: 

Please include these cements as part of your public input 
reo~rd. ~ley augment my oral testimony of 3-5-85 in Phoenix. 
Thank you. 

Arizona's western boundary, the Colorado River, is one of the 
state's most important end most celebrated natt~ral features. 
In the relatively few years that white settlers moved in on 
the native people, the river has been altered drastloally. 
I feel it is imperative to move now and protect all of the 
336,400 acres identified as key wlldllfe habitat. I find It 
especially s~d that only 85,000 acres of riparian hmbltat 
kae-~em will be protested. In other words, only 2% of the 
1,192,O00 saree of the Yums District alon~ the mighty Colorado 
River. That small amount is a disparate end I think most 
americans would be shocked as I am. 

Cultural Resources; 1 know that research and study Is not 
co~plete on prehistoric people in Arizona and even today 
the 6over~%me~t is not aware of what places are cultu~ally 
si~nlficant. There are also some places which today's native 
people still utilize and outsiders are not told. I can only 
urge the 8overnment to take the incomplete research into 
consideratiOn and involve the various river tribes in all plannir~. 

t certainly cannot a~ree with the recommendation to increase 
cattle grazing use to 7,75A animal unit months, even on 
seasonal 8alleta ~rass, or even the present AUMs because of 
the recent draft report released ~-2-85 by BIM stating that 
the appraised market 6~azlns valZue in Arizona for public lands 
was determined to be $5.~0 per head per month vs. the 1984 
srazin~ Tee o f  $1.35. This amounts t o  a whopping subsidy which 
E would like to eliminate. Thl8 latest report also draws the 
same coneluslon many other reports have made in the past. 
Taxpayers everywhere are tired of costly subsidies and very 
aware of our federal deficit currently runnln~ a t  |200 billion 
and t h e  federal debt approaehlv~ $2 trillion. 

Also, I am not sympethetlc to wild horses and burros and am 
very much concerned about their impsctln~ forage and water 
supplies for our native wildlife. Is there an economic analysis 
on the impact of wild horses a~id burros? 
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~ e n e v e r  I've attended hearlnss concerning public lands, I 
always h e a r  spokesmen for the minln~, grazlr~ and a~rlculture 
interests complainin~ about preservin~ wilderness and about 
removin5 public lands from use, their uJae. @ovsr~ment should 
enlarge lie resource management plans and ElSe to oonslder 
the economic impact ef these u~es on the whole public and 
the total picture. It seems to me that mining, Brazir~ and 
a~rloulture take a lot but reruns very little to t h e  total 
public good or to t h e  total picture. 

A~ricultural leases and pe~its should be canceled if they ~ ~, 
are not paying their way, if it iS another eubaidy situation. 
I hav~ atta~h~at information ~hoWin~ that h e r e  in Arizona, 
a~rieul u~-'-~-es 89% of the state's water but contributes 
only 1% to Arizona's personal i~come, This Is a poor use of 
water in an arid state. Also, Arizona was the hlehest in 
U.8. pe~-far~ 1982 subsidies. Arlzcna's major crop is cottOn, 
most of which is sold to Talwan, Japan and Korea. They employ 
the labor making action clothin~ smllln~ it back %o us at a 
6 r e s t e r  price whdoh contributes to our trade deficit. 

~oveP~ment study documents shou ld  ask what does this a~rioultural 
production cos% u~ in water use, ~uhsldies, chemical dam~es,  
trade defieit~, diversion of  public lands from other uses, etc., 
so th&t we may answer the questlOnl Is it worth it? 

i feel there is plenty of private, city, county, ~tate and 
I~ian land eO that I completely disagree that BZ~ should 
maximize recreational opportunltl~s and developments. Sense 
there are plenty of man-made recreational opportunities 
O~ bOth sides of the river [includln~ Hoover T~ nearby), 
y~ma District B~ lands should provide maximum primitive 
types of recreation. BLM is &ppealin~ to low standards in 
appreciation for natural values alor~ the river in catering 
to the "tourist crowd." River recreation in the d~sert should 
be msma~ed carefully, it is rare enough. Man-made water 
attractions are. on the ~ther hand, al easily duplicated as 
baokyard ewimmLn5 pools. 

Winter visitor management should be ohan~ed from ~n 8-me. limit 
tO one month. (I~ my oral testimony I suggested 5 months hut I 
was horrified to hear  later testimony that these dampers were 
u~In6 ironwood for their eampfdre~,) Ironwood trees t a k e  many 
year~ simply waiting for the right conditions %o sprout and th~n 
it m~ht t a k e  sev~r~l more to beeom~ a mature tree. The wood 
le used by Sere Indian~ in Kexico to produce works of art. Thus, 
ironwood is distinctly valuable in additlon to vi~ually pleasing; 
provldin~ shade, an invaluable de~ert need; plus its natumal 
role to wildlife ~¢nd other plants~ etc. Wh~t other d~6r~da t i on  
is ooo~rlrA~ heoause of the llber~l 8-months permit? Their 
impac t  ~y be produoln~ a n o t h e r  B~hel desert-Seawater for us in 
the future. I sympathize with loW-insome people seekln8 a place 
they can afford but when our puhliolands &re adversely Impacted, 
thls social problem should be solved by someone other th~ BL~. 
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I feel very stron61y that all federal lands In the yuma 
District should be retained in p~blic ownership. If BLN 
makes ~8,480 acres available for disposal, it would 
probably Be to private use and hhen the public would be 
|hut Out and harmed by this withdrawal of riverside land. 

Wilde~ess: All 18 W~A8 totalln 6 205,105 acres should be 
reoom~nded for wilderness designation, if it i s  n o t  done 
now is there comparable land elsewhere? Is there another 
Colorado River~ With Ariz~ S pop~latlc~1 currently at 
3 million, the public's opportunity for wilderness areas 
will never be greater. WS can r~lease wilderness in the 
future but we cannot recapture it as easily. LOgic tells 
US tO protect the 18 W~AS especially when we see hOW fast 
Arizona de src~In~ and GOV. Bruce Babbitt'B aggressive ~ .  ~ 
push to develop st~te lands (see attached 6-29-83 sd On #i l l  I~ 
Colorado Rlver land north of Bull~ea~--Ol~y). 

I ~pplau~ the Be/4 for a strict floodplain manasement plan. 
I feel sorry for all who have suffered from flOodln~ but l 
am sick and tired of p&yin6 for flood damases, costly dams. 
and other expensive remedies for people's mistakes of 
buildln8 in flood-prone areas. I am especially tired of 
lax public officials who allow this type foolish development. 
It is not fair to American taxpayers, who have not built in 
flood-prone areas, who have protected themselves by purchasing 
flood insurance, to pay for flood dameees for others or to 
pa~ for flood control projects to  protect existing structures. 
People who get flooded should be encouraged to move out. not 
to stay where they are. The best and cheapest flood protection 
is to keep people and development out of lOB-year floodplains. 

(I also consider the past and present situation in Mohave 
Scanty and what they have allowed in Bullhead 0Sty an outrage 
and I urge BLM to not remotely duplicate the poor plannin~ 
which has been done there. ) Amizona has suffered widespread 
flooding in the past eight years alon~ every waterway and ~ .  
we here learned plenty. Our public officials should have no 
excuse to repeat the mistakes of the past, Attached as additional 
comment is my letter to the Federal EmerBenc~ment A~enoy 
6-29-83 on Colorado River flooding and subsequent editorial 7-6-83 
by The Arizona Republic. 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on your draft Yuma 
District Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact 
Statement. 

Slnserely, 

Mrs. Carolina Butler 
11837 N. Paradise D~ive 
Scottsdale, Arizona 8~284 
(602) 9~-68~4 

Attachs. 
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6947 E. 6th St. #~ 
Soottsdale, Az. 85251 
April 15, 1985 

J, Darwin Snell, District Manager 
Yuma Dietrich Office 
Bureau of Land Mar~ment 
3150 Windsor Avenue 
Yuma, Arizona 85365 

Deer l.lr. Snell: 

Following is the testimony I present.d concernin S the yuma District 
Dv~t Resource Management Plan at the hearing in Phoenix on March 5, 
1985. It is reconstructed from notes a~d memory and may not be a 
perfect verbatim record~ but it accurately reflects the gist of my 
comments that evening. 

lld like to congTatulate the B~4 for hheir wilderness reeo~nendation 
On the Gaotus Plain unit. Itts a relatively flat area~ not cliffy 
or mountainous or canyon-out like most wilderness areas are. We 
need unusual and diverse landscapes in t h e  wilderness system, and 
Yes glad the BLM is finally Coming around t o  this realization. My 
sincere thanks for recommending this unique and eutstandln area. 
However, I would have preferred that the entire Cactus Plain unit 
be included, all 70,360 acres, plus the 13,735 acres of East Cactus 
Plain. 

I fail be see why ~fa #3 and 4 were not recommended for wilderness. 
These are small areas adjacent to the Kofa National Wildlife Refuge, 
and hhey include the same rugged volcanic mountains and important 
bighorn habitat as are found within the Refuge. Logically they 
should both belong within the Refuge since they are merely topoeTaFhic 
extensions of  ~he lands the Rofu e waB deelgned tO protect. The 
straig~at-line boundaries t ook  a ~ew ~o~ Jogs and left those Small, 
isolated units to the BLH instead. I would support their transfer 
to the Fish & Wildlife Service, but failing that the BLM should 
certainly protect their obvious natural and scenic values hy recom- 
mending them for wilderness. 

The Trigo I buntains and Trigo Mountains So~th ~nits should also be 
reco~mlendod for wilderness, I visited this area only once, about 
thirteen years ago, hut I still vividly recall the h a r s h n e s s  and  
desolation of t4~Is area as contrasted with the lush swamplands and 
astonishing wildlife sanctuary of the adjacent Imperial Wildlife 
Refuge. The TTiges are mugged, isolated~ and scenic enough to merit 
wilderness designation on their own~ but when viewed in their proper 
context, bordering on some of the richest riparian lands ~ in the South- 
west, they become even more valUable and the areuement for their 
preservation as wilderness becomes even stronger. 

I have lit51o familiarity with the remaining WSA,s on the Arizona 
side of the river - MaEEins Motmtains, Crossman Peak, Sw~nsea, and 
the Gibraltar Mountains - but I would like to m~ke a general comment 

on t h e  t ~ u i d i h y  o f  t h e  BLM whenever  t h e r e  i s  any  appea rance  o f  a 
conflict with wilderness values. Time after tlns in this d o d ~ e n t ,  
with the noble exception o f  Cactus Plain, wilderness loses. If an 
area is thought by a few individuals t o  hold ooze potential for 
mineral production, regardless of whether any m~neralization has 
ever been proven or ~ny production taken place, the wilderness 
values that may exist on that land immediately lose their Lmportanee 
and are sacrificed to theoretical economic values. If ORV intrusion 
is taking place (or even could take place) in a potential wilderness, 
it is wilderness preserva CO--that becomes problematical rather than 
the inpro~er or illegal presence of ORV,s. Again, wilderness values 
s/e sacrificed. BLM has their priorities wrong: wildurness is at 
least as important as the scattered lew-~ade mineral deposits ~at 
it perhaps includes or even the gleaming "mother lodes" that it is 
invariably said (by some, without a shred of evldenee t o  include. 
Surely it is at leash as important as dune buggies, ATO's, or any 
of the other noisy, destructive vehicles that have done so musS ir- 
reparable damage to our Sonoran desert already. Wilderness is a 
precious and fragile resource, and it's worth eanlt be measured in 
dollars or boasted of in Chamber of Commerce brochures. But without 
question it is a valuable resource, and the BLM should strive to pro- 
tect and dof~-nd it at every oppor~unlty. Not ~n inch should be sac- 
rificed without far better reasons than are offered in this RMP. 

I certify that the foregoing statement is an accurate record of the 
cements I presented at a public hearing concerning the BLMIs draft 
YUma DiStrict Resource l,Lanage~nh Plan and RIB held in Phoenix on 
March 5, 1985. 

Sincerely, 

Tom Wright 
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Responses to Comments 

1-1: Lands and minerals owned by the Santa Fe-Pacific 
Railroad Company have been considered in the RMP to 
the extent that they affect acquisitions or disposals iden- 
tified in the Land Ownership Adjustments issue. Ad- 
justments can be made to RMP decisions through BLM's 
plan amendment process should future development of 
privately-owned mineral estate warrant a change of land 
uses or management objectives. 

1-2: We do not foresee any impact on development of 
private minerals as a result of the RMP. 

5-1: The population numbers and footnotes in Table 3-8 
have been revised. 

8--1: The 876 sites are on BLM-administered land within 
the Yuma District boundary. The 1,200 sites (updated in 
this f'mal RMP-EIS to 1299 sites) include additional sites 
that are on lands under another agency or individual's 
management within or near the District. BLM keeps 
records of  these additional sites to promote better 
understanding of  cultural resources within the larger, 
regional context. About 380 sites were recorded on the 
Yuma Proving Ground by BLM in 1982-83 during cultural 
resource surveys carded out under a contract commis- 
sioned by the Proving Ground. 

8-2: The bulk of  archaeological sites in Yuma District are 
on the first terrace above the Colorado and Gila River 
floodplains. These terraces are Early Pleistocene in age, 
and are the product of  fluvial deposition. Post-deposition 
deflation resulted in the desert pavements which blanket 
these terraces. Most of  the cultural sites date to periods 
well after the development of  the desert pavement. There- 
fore, all artifacts and features do mingle together on the 
surface with little or no change to the surface following 
cultural occupation. 

8--3: The inference is correct. There are no known sites 
with stratified sequences nor sites containing trash 
middens on BLM lands in Yuma District. Virtually all of  
the "village" sites on the terraces are pre-ceramic in age, 
i.e., pre A.D. 900 approximately. All villages after this 
date were on the floodplain of the two major rivers, and 
their remains are gone, except two villages which did not 
get washed away. These two villages are not on BLM- 
administered land. 

8-4: Sites in areas of  low cultural resource sensitivity are 
of extreme low density, are usually in the interior desert, 
and consist of relatively small temporary occupation areas 
(one or two night campsites), lightly used trails and occa- 
sional small scatters of sherds (single pot breaks) and lithic 
flakes. Whether in high, moderate, or low sensitivity areas, 
all cultural resource sites in Yuma District are given the 

consideration, evaluation and review required by Federal 
Regulation 36 CFR 800 and the National Historic Preser- 
vation Act as described in the Cultural Resources section 
of Management Guidance Common to All Alternatives 
(Chapter 2). 

8-5: Chapter 3 of  the EIS states that "33 sites or areas" 
are known to be worthy of  long range preservation. These 
are the same sites or areas designated in the Preferred 
Alternative for special management. A number of  these 
areas contain as many as 25 to 50 sites. A total count of 
sites for the entire 33 sites or areas has not been made; 
however, we estimate that about 375 sites are contained in 
the 33 sites or areas. 

8-6: See the response to comment 8-1. 

8-7: Yuma District does not have a Cultural Resources 
Management Plan (CRMP) at present. A CRMP is cur- 
rently being developed for one of the 33 sites and areas 
designated for special management under the proposed 
plan--the Big Mafia area--but is not yet finalized. Addi- 
tional plans will be prepared for other sites or areas as 
funding permits; those having a high potential for conflict- 
ing uses will receive priority in developing CRMPs. 

8-8: The methodologies that BLM applies to evaluating 
and managing historic resources are the same as those ap- 
plied to prehistoric resources. 

8-9: Evaluation is only one stage of  cultural resources 
management and protection. In addition to various laws, 
Yuma District follows guidelines in 36 CFR 800 and the 
Bureau's 8100 manual for management of cultural 
resources. 

8-10: Socio-cultural Use in Appendix J describes one of  
several types of  uses applied to or recognized for cultural 
resources by BLM. It is not intended as a statement of  
management or policy. However, BLM is obligated to 
comply with requirements of  the Archeological Resources 
Protection Act o f  1979 (ARPA). 

8-11: Sites which are suffering damage, usually by erosion 
or ORV traffic, are selected for stabilization or protection. 
The legal procedures are the same for stabilization as those 
required for any other action or use which might adversely 
impact a cultural resource site. 

10--1: We believe that the resources information presently 
included in the RMP-EIS is adequate for the level of  man- 
agement decisions being made in this plan. Additional in- 
depth information on unique or limited natural resources 
would be included as needed in any site-specific en- 
vironmental analyses of  management actions subsequent 
to or resulting from this plan. 

10--2: We agree. Details of  enforcement will be worked 
out in activity plans for implementing the RMP. 
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6 - PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

10-3: The site-specific details for managing priority 
wildlife habitat areas established in the RMP Hill be ad- 
dressed in cooperatively prepared habitat management 
plans (HMPs). Whereas the RMP establishes general land 
use allocations and broad management objectives, HMPs 
identify specific habitat enhancement projects, including 
project specifications, timeframes for completion and 
budgetary requirements. Public participation and en- 
vironmental impact analysis have major functions in the 
habitat management planning process as required by 
NEPA. 

10-4: BLM has no management responsibility over the 
river channels. Most of the lands adjacent to the river are 
Bureau of Reclamation withdrawn lands on which BLM 
has joint management responsibility. 

10-5: The riparian acreage identified for management as 
priority wildlife habitat under the Preferred Alternative 
has been revised to reflect the Cocopah land transfer. The 
decision to transfer federal lands along the Colorado River 
to the Cocopah Tribe was made by Congress after the 
draft RMP-EIS was published. 

10-6: BLM considered four factors in reviewing each of 
t h e  15 areas studied for designation as Special Manage- 
ment Areas in the RMP: 

1) the significance of natural or cultural features in the 
area 

2) the existence of or potential for conflicting uses 

3) public visibility and opinion concerning the area 

4) the degree to which routine management under the 
general multiple use guidelines in applicable laws and 
regulations would protect the resources in these 
a r e a s .  

On the basis of this review, BLM concluded that a number 
of the areas identified in the RMP lack either the resources 
or potential conflicts necessary to warrant special manage- 
ment area protection, and that management under general 
multiple use guidelines would provide adequate protection 
to these resources. The areas in the MFP that would not be 
designated under the Preferred Alternative of the RMP 
fall into this category. 

10-7: The acquisition of riparian lands along the Colo- 
rado River was not identified through the scoping process 
as a planning issue. The acquisitions proposed in the RMP 
are intended as support for on-the-ground program man- 
agement in carrying out the objectives and decisions 
reached for other planning issues. 

10-8: See response to comment 10-2. 

10-9: See response to comment 10-2. 

10-10: The Preferred Alternative has been revised to 
reflect the need for more definitive ORV management 
guidelines as pointed out by this and other comments. In 
addition, a definition for "trail" has been added to the 
Glossary. "Road"  is also defined in the Glossary. 

Under the approved RMP, "existing" will refer initially to 
those roads and trails which are present in the district at 
the date the plan is adopted. As funding and manpower 
permit, areas of the district would be inventoried in con- 
junction with activity planning to ascertain "existing roads 
and trails" and determine whether changes in ORV desig- 
nations are required. Areas with potential for significant 
conflict between ORV use and other resources and uses 
would be inventoried first. These priority areas include 
special management and priority wildlife habitat areas 
established by the RMP as well as high use recreational 
areas. Where adjustments to the ORV designations in the 
RMP are recommended as a result of activity planning, the 
Bureau's Resource Management Plan amendment process 

be used. This process requires formal public input and 
a complete environmental assessment as part of decision- 
making. 

Our intent in using the "limited to existing roads and 
trails" designation was to establish in the Resource 
Management Plan a long-term management direction 
toward eliminating or curtailing expansion of the district's 
road and trail network. Because we did not and still do not 
have adequate data for making decisions about which 
roads specifically should remain open and which should be 
closed, the "limited to designated roads and trails" 
designation is used infrequently in the RMP-EIS. 

Several comments identify the potential conflict between 
ORV use and natural values. Commonly, the example of 
desert washes and the xeroriparian or desert wash plant 
community was used. We recognize the potential conflicts 
with various resources and these will be addressed in the 
area-specific activity plans mentioned above. 

10-11: Riparian areas are already included in the areas 
with high wildlife values on which no wood collecting 
would be permitted under the Preferred Alternative. 

11-1: "Providing for the enhancement of the visitors' 
recreation experience" is a goal of an MFP decision that 
proposed establishing a BLM Ranger Force in the Yuma 
District. It is not a stated goal of the RMP's recreation 
issue. 

11-2: See response to comment 10-6. 

12-1: Most of the off-road vehicle (ORV) use in Yuma 
District occurs on existing roads and trails. The proposed 
designations in the Preferred Alternative will have little im- 
pact on this existing use. 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

The 15,120 acres mentioned in the EIS have significant 
potential for conflicts between ORV recreation and other 
resource uses, including non-ORV recreation. 

The designation of  640 acres as open to ORV use repre- 
sents the commitment of this acreage for a single purpose. 
Elsewhere, the intent of  the plan has been to balance the 
demand for ORV recreation against all other competing 
resource uses. The designation of  most areas as open to 
ORV use on existing roads and trails provides for most of  
the current ORV use to continue unaltered in the district 
along with other resource uses. 

52-1: The Preferred Alternative and Alternative B have 
been revised to include: modifications to utility corridor 
UC-6B and the boundary of the Cactus Plain special 
management area, and provisions for the transfer of 
11,230 acres within the proposed new Parker townsite to 
the State of Arizona. Please refer to the Special Manage- 
ment Areas, Land Ownership Adjustments and Rights-of- 
Fay issues in the Preferred Alternative for a full descrip- 
tion of these changes. 

54-1: The Preferred Alternative has been revised. 

64--1: Appendix E includes species that are listed as 
"Threatened," "Endangered" or "Rare"  by the federal 
government or the states of Arizona or California. These 
species are subject to protective measures described in 
Management Guidance Common to All Alternatives 
(Chapter 2). 

Other terms in the RMP such as "key ,"  "sensitive" and 
"priority" wildlife are used interchangeably to describe 
species that are indicators of priority wildlife habitat 
within the Yuma District. Priority, sensitive, threatened 
and endangered wildlife species are defined in the Glossary 
under the term "Species." 

64--2: Table S-2 has been revised to indicate that other 
T&E species in the Yuma District would also benefit from 
designation and management of priority wildlife habitat 
a r e a s .  

64--3: A "No*"  in Table 2-1 indicates that while an area 
would not be formally designated, special management 
prescriptions would be applied in order to protect natural 
values (*see footnote to Table 2-1). 

64--4: The "natural values" listed in Table 2-1 rePresent 
unique natural features that characterize areas proposed 
for special management area protection (see Chapter 3, 
Unique Natural Areas and Features, for a detailed descrip- 
tion of these areas). While threatened and endangered 
species may also be present in these areas (and may benefit 
from special management area protection), they are not a 
primary reason for the SMA proposals. 

64-5: The Dome Rock Mountains migration route would 
be included in priority wildlife habitat under all alter- 
natives except B and C. Protective measures that may be 
needed for its management as a priority wildlife habitat 
area would be developed in a site-specific activity plan for 
implementation of the RMP. 

64-6: The headings for Alternative D in Table 2-12 have 
been revised to read "Resource Protection." Please note 
that the table number has been changed to 2-11 in the final 
EIS. 

64-7: Wilderness designations would provide incidental 
protection for desert tortoise habitat in the Yuma District. 
However, such designations are not intended to specifical- 
ly protect the desert tortoise. 

As indicated in Management Guidance Common to All 
Alternatives (Chapter 2), BLM will respect state protection 
for the desert tortoise by consulting with the Arizona 
Game and Fish Department and California Department of  
Fish and Game before implementing any projects that may 
affect this species. This guidance will apply to all areas of  
desert tortoise habitat within the district. 

64-8: The correct acreage for the proposed Gibraltar 
Mountain SMA is 25,260 acres. This acreage includes all 
of  the 7,870-acre Gibraltar Mountain WSA. The RMP- 
EIS has been revised to show the correct acreage figure. 

64-9: The terms irreversible and irretrievable as used in 
the explanation of  the duration of  resource commitments 
are required by the Council on Environmental Quality 
regulations for implementing NEPA (see Section 1502.16). 
The distinction between the two terms is defined in the EIS 
(see Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of 
Resources, Chapter 4). 

64-10: Areas 3 and 9 in Table 4-31 (4-27 in the final EIS) 
refer to areas proposed for disposal under the Land 
Ownership Adjustments issue in the Preferred Alternative 
(see Map 9). Table 2-8 in the draft summarized wilderness 
study area recommendations for each of  the RMP alter- 
natives and did not include or affect Areas 3 and 9. 

Please note that Area 9 has been deleted from the list of  
areas that would be available for disposal under the 
Preferred Alternative in the final RMP-EIS. In addition, 
Table 2-8 (Wilderness Alternatives) has been deleted in 
this final EIS because of  BLM's decision to defer the 
wilderness issue until a separate environmental document 
is prepared in 1986. 

4 

64-11: " N o "  under the column heading Irretrievable in 
Table 4-31 (Table 4-27 in the final EIS) means that the 
resource commitment could be recovered or replaced if 
desired. 
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65-1: Under the Preferred Alternative, BLM could 
authorize expansion of recreation areas on federal lands 
along the Colorado River in cases where there is demon- 
strated feasibility and need (see Issue 6: Recreation - 
General). Whether through a Recreation & Public Pur- 
pose, commercial or other lease, such authorizations 
would be dependent upon compatibility with other re- 
source management objectives in this RMP. 

68-1: See response to comment 52-1. 

95-1: Stipulations on the length of permit for races on the 
Parker 400 course will be addressed in the specific activity 
plan that would be developed for the course following ap- 
proval of the RMP. 

96-1: BLM has revised the Preferred Alternative and 
Alternative C to include provisions for designation of a 
communications site at Mohawk Pass. 

146--1: Long-term winter visitors do pay a $25 permit fee 
which authorizes camping for up to 8 months. However, 
they are allowed to camp only in designated long-term 
visitor areas (LTVAs) in the district. 

Length of stay restrictions for concessions cannot be com- 
pared to those for LTVAs. Concessions offer a wide range 
of recreation facilities in response to year-round recrea- 
tional demands. A long-term stay of 8 months on conces- 
sions would result in fewer people having access to use of 
these high recreational demand, riverfront lands. Long- 
term visitor areas, on the other hand, provide only 
minimal recreational facilities on open desert lands to a 
relatively homogeneous group of seasonal visitors. With 
the exception of this winter visitor use, the lands in 
PLTVAs are not in high recreational demand. 

153-1: See response to comment 52-1. 

154-1: See response to comment 52-1. 

156-1: None of the proposed management actions in the 
Yuma District RMP-EIS would affect maintenance of 
Palo Verde Irrigation District canals and drains. 

156-2: As a result of this comment, the base map from 
which Maps 2 through 5 were prepared will be revised to 
show "Palo Verde Dam" instead of "Palo Verde Weir." 
However, this change is not significant enough to warrant 
the expenditures that would be required to revise the maps 
in this final EIS. 

156-3: The notation of "Palo Verde Dam" on Map 2-10 
and Maps 6, 7, 8 and 9 is not considered necessary. 

157-1: The Preferred Alternative has been revised to in- 
clude Milpitas Wash (4,760 acres) among the areas that 
would be managed under special prescriptions to protect 
their natural values. 

157-2: The RMP-EIS is not intended as an ORV user 
guide. Following completion of the RMP, information 
and regulatory procedures for implementing the ORV 
designations established in the RMP will be developed in 
site-specific activity plans. 

157-3: The Yuma District presently does and will continue 
to work closely with the California Department of Fish 
and Game to identify, protect and develop key wildlife 
habitat areas on BLM-administered lands for deer as well 
as other wildlife species. Within funding and manpower 
constraints, BLM works with all relevant agencies, 
organizations and individuals to identify, manage and pro- 
tect critical areas for deer as well as other wildlife. 

173-1: As a result of this comment and numerous 
meetings with state and local representatives, the Preferred 
Alternative and Alternative B have been revised to include 
provisions for transferring the Pittsburg Point area to the 
State of Arizona and Lake Havasu City. 

174-1: Because it is located within the river floodplain, 
this parcel is designated in the RMP for retention in federal 
ownership and is therefore not available for public sale. 

187-1: We do not foresee any conflicts between RMP 
decisions and the 700-foot wide cleared floodway. In addi- 
tion, BLM will honor all aspects of water treaties between 
Mexico and the United States in implementing RMP deci- 
sions. The Floodplain Coordination section of Manage- 
ment Guidance Common to All Alternatives (Chapter 2) 
has been revised to include specific provisions for 
floodplain coordination with the International Boundary 
and Water Commission. 

188-1: See response to comment 52-1. 

192--1: Under the Preferred Alternative, wildlife habitat 
would be a priority consideration on a total of 247,740 
acres. This total includes 23,100 acres in riparian areas 
along the Colorado, Bill Williams and Gila Rivers. It also 
includes 216,960 acres in bighorn sheep yearlong use areas 
and 7,680 acres in one bighorn sheep migration corridor. 
These areas would all be referred to as priority wildlife 
habitat and managed in accordance with the guidelines 
described in the Preferred Alternative for the Wildlife 
Habitat issue. 

Please note that the acreage cited here for riparian habitat 
is less than the acreage that appeared in the draft due to 
changes that have been made to the Preferred Alternative. 

192-2: The projected impacts on wildlife from grazing 
management alternatives are described in Chapter 4. 

Few livestock are grazed in riparian areas in the Yuma 
District. Most of the allotments along the Colorado and 
Bill Williams Rivers are classified as ee ephemeral and are 
therefore used by livestock infrequently and for only short 
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periods at a time. There are only two perennial-ephemeral 
allotments bordering the Colorado River in the district. 
BLM does not plan to fence livestock off from riparian 
vegetation in either of these allotments. In the Ganado 
allotment, the area along the fiver is highly developed and 
receives virtually no grazing use. The second allotment 
(Bishop) has generally received only light grazing use in 
past years and grazing use in river riparian areas has not 
been a problem. 

/ 

, ,  " 

• 

192--3: Revegetation of native trees, including the cotton- 
wood/willow/mesquite community along the lower Colo- 
rado River on BLM-administered lands, is a top habitat 
management priority of the Yuma District's wildlife pro- 
gram. Revegetation activities are carried out within the 
funding and manpower limitations placed upon BLM. The 
specific details of revegetation projects are addressed in 
habitat management plans (HMPs). 

192-4: The yellow-billed cuckoo is threatened by loss of 
its native habitat--the cottonwood/willow/mesquite 
association--along the lower Colorado River. Protecting 
the remainder and reestablishing this habitat-type through 
revegetation projects has been a Yuma District wildlife 
program priority for a number of years. The Preferred 
Alternative would extend this program priority status fur- 
ther by designating all remaining riparian habitat along the 
Colorado River as priority wildlife habitat area. In addi- 
tion, present recreation use areas along the Colorado River 
would be managed for maintenance of wildlife habitat as 

well as for recreation. The district's current habitat 
management plans (HMPs) focus on enhancement of 
cottonwood/willow/mesquite habitat as a primary objec- 
tive. The Resource Management Plan will provide the 
basis for updating and developing new HMPs. 

192-5: Cattle do not normally graze yearlong on the 
allotments in the district. While the grazing permits for the 
Nine-Mile and Ganado allotments are yearlong, pastures 
in these allotments are rested through rotation of grazing 
use. Little use is made on the Muse allotment due to water 
developments being in disrepair. In addition, the 
ephemeral allotments are grazed only when annuals are 
present and there is potential for a sufficient ephemeral 
forage crop. Wildlife and other resource values are given 
consideration when making the decision to authorize 
ephemeral grazing (see also response to comment 192-8). 

192-6: The Mule Deer section in Chapter 3 has been re- 
vised to reflect the competition that can occur between 
livestock and deer, particularly in riparian drainage and 
wash areas where both tend to concentrate. However, we 
do not believe that the competition or impacts would be 
significant. Both deer and livestock occupy a large area in 
such a low density that there is sufficient forage and space 
to distribute the competition to such a degree that it is 
minimal. This applies to most other wildlife species as well. 
The level of use by both wildlife and livestock is so low 
that it does not have a significant impact on wildlife, 
livestock or the riparian vegetation. 

192-7: The statement on supplemental feeding has been 
deleted from the Preferred Alternative for grazing 
management. 

192-8: There is not a "minimum pounds of forage per 
acre" that must exist before gazing is authorized on 
ephemeral allotments. However, BLM takes wildlife 
requirements into consideration and has discretion on 
whether to authorize grazing or not. Forage is reserved for 
wildlife in accordance with the Lower Gila Environmental 
Analysis Record for Range Management prepared by 
BLM in 1974. 

195-1: While eight sites were identified for designation as 
multi-user communication sites in common, the Preferred 
Alternative would permit BLM to authorize placement of 
communication facilities on public lands outside of the 
designated sites when there is a legitimate need to do so. 
The eight sites proposed for designation in the draft RMP- 
EIS were identified on the basis of input from the com- 
munications industry as described in Table 5-1. A ninth 
communication site at Mohawk Pass has been added to the 
proposed plan as a result of public comment on the draft 
RMP-EIS. 

As indicated in the General Lands Program section of 
Management Guidance Common to All Alternatives 
(Chapter 2), all applications for communication site 
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authorizations would be handled on a case-by-case basis 
under criteria and guidelines in federal regulations (43 
CFR 2800) and Bureau Manuals 2800 and 2860. 

195-2: As used in the RMP, the term "communication 
site" refers to designated multi-user sites to be utilized by 
all entities requiring communication facilities within the 
particular service zone. Designated communication sites 
typically have constructed access roads and a number of 
separate communication facilities. All other communica- 
tion sites, including microwave reflector and helicopter 
drop station sites, are considered individual or single-user 
sites. 

As stated in Management Guidance Common to All Alter- 
natives (Chapter 2), each application to locate a com- 
munications facility on a non-designated site will be 
reviewed through procedures established in federal regula- 
tions 43 CFR 2800 and will include an environmental im- 
pact analysis as part of the decision process. Proposed 
facilities will be located in designated communication sites 
whenever technically possible in order to avoid a prolifera- 
tion of sites and facilities on mountaintops. 

199-1: The only specifically stated constraints on recrea- 
tion concession expansion under Alternative B are those 
required for floodplain management. However, site- 
specific impacts from the expansion of concession and 
lease areas would be assessed and mitigated in accordance 
with NEPA using an EA or EIS process prior to approval 
by BLM. 

199-2: This comment actually refers to Table S-2: Sum- 
mary of Impacts by Alternative. The same table appears in 
Chapter 2 (Table 2-12 in the draft and 2-11 in the final 
EIS). As the full title states, these tables are only a sum- 
mary of the impacts described in Chapter 4. Refer to 
Chapter 4 for a complete discussion of the impacts from 
Alternative B on recreational resources and opportunities. 
The discussion in Chapter 4 is self-explanatory. 

200-1. See response to comment 52-1. 

202-1: Mineral exploration and development in special 
management areas and priority wildlife areas would be 
subject only to the surface management regulations 
described for the Energy and Minerals Program in 
Management Guidance Common to All Alternatives 
(Chapter 2). These regulations are applicable to all public 
lands except those specifically withdrawn from mineral en- 
try; they would not preclude or prohibit mining, but would 
provide for the development of mitigating measures to 
minimize potential impacts and prevent unnecessary and 
undue degradation. The regulations would be applied to 
individual mining operations on a case-by-case basis 
through review of notices of intent and mining plans of 
operation. The only additional restriction that would be 
placed on mining activities in these areas is the prohibition 
of sand and gravel permits. 

202-2: See response to comment 202-1. 

202--3: See response to comment 202-1. 

202-4: See response to comment 202-1. 

202-5: See response to comment 202-1. 

204-1: The percent of land acquisitions for wilderness ver- 
sus the percent for grazing is not a fair measure of whether 
Alternative D is balanced. The titles for alternatives relate 
to the broader scope of economic uses versus protection 
and preservation of resources as applied to the seven plan- 
ning issues simultaneously. 

The acquisitions proposed in each alternative are in sup- 
port of resource management decisions for the other six 
issues in the alternative and are not ends in themselves. 

The Taylor Grazing Act of  1934 and the Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act of  1976 have established graz- 
ing as one of many valid public land uses. 

265-1: See response to comment 52-1. 

207-1: "Apparent trend in rangeland condition" was 
determined by a one-time inventory. At present, this is the 
most accurate information we have. In the future this in- 
formation will be supplemented by rangeland monitoring 
studies, and management practices will be adjusted as a 
result of monitoring to meet the planning objectives. 

209-1: Under the Preferred Alternative, BLM would have 
the opportunity to extend the terms of concession leases 
(see Management of Concessions and Leases in the Pre- 
ferred Alternative, Chapter 2). 

209-2: The recreation concession franchise fees and the 
formula for construction reimbursement are administra- 
tive matters outside the scope of the RMP and are there- 
fore not addressed in this plan. 

Adequate guidance for fee decisions and application of 
construction reimbursement formulas already exist in the 
present concession contracts, Federal regulations and 
Bureau-wide policy guidelines presently being developed 
for concessions management. These guidelines provide for 
individual fee negotiations between the BLM and the con- 
cessionaire. Factors related to these negotiations include 
capital investment, term of lease/contract, required serv- 
ices and facilities, contribution of BLM services and other 
matters affecting the profitability of the concession and 
fair market value. 

210-1: The RMP-EIS references include Geology, Energy 
and Mineral (GEM) assessments prepared for the area. 
These assessments include extensive data and literature 
references used to determine the mineral potential for these 
areas. Mineral resource survey reports prepared by the 
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USGS and Bureau of Mines are also referenced and were 
used to determine the mineral potential for several WSAs. 
The Plan and EIS for the California Desert Conservation 
Area is referenced and includes references to minerals in- 
formation and literature used for the evaluation of those 
areas in California. Numerous other references on mineral 
and energy resources are cited in the text and listed among 
References in the EIS. 

210-2: A discussion of the mineral resource potential 
classification used in the RMP-EIS has been added to 
Chapter 3, Mineral and Energy Resources. 

210-3: The reference to uranium in Table 4-9 of the draft 
has been deleted. Please also note that Table 4-9 itself has 
been deleted from the final because of our decision to 
defer the wilderness issue to a separate document to be 
prepared in 1986. 

210=-4: The impacts on mineral and energy resources from 
rights-of-way and utility corridor alternatives is not signifi- 
cant. Lands open to mineral entry are available for mineral 
exploration and the development of appropriate access, 
regardless of whether utility corridors are designated. The 
discussion in the EIS has been revised. 

210-5: An analysis of the mineral potential on lands pro- 
posed for acquisition would not affect the management 
decisions made for the Land Ownership Adjustment issue 
in this RMP. All land acquisitions proposed in the RMP 
are for the benefit of federal programs covered by the 
other planning issues. Since mineral development is not a 
planning issue, the inclusion of a comprehensive evalua- 
tion of the mineral potential of proposed land acquisitions 
is not considered necessary. 

210-6: Special Management Areas (SMAs) are not all 
closed to mineral entry. Many of the alternatives provide 
for mineral leasing and entry under the mining laws in 
SMAs. Impacts on mineral and energy resources from 
those individual SMAs that are closed to mineral entry 
under the various alternatives are discussed in Chapter 4. 
For example, the Preferred Alternative would withdraw 
ordy the Big Mafia ACEC from mineral entry and leasing. 
The impact on mineral and energy resources from this 
specific withdrawal is discussed in Chapter 4. 

The Mineral and Energy Resources section in Chapter 3 
and Impacts on Mineral and Energy Resources from Alter- 
native E in Chapter 4 have been revised to reflect mineral 
values in SMAs. 

210-7: A discussion of the mineral resource potential 
classification used in the RMP-EIS has been added to the 
Mineral and Energy Resources section in Chapter 3. This 
discussion provides the rationale and basis for the evalua- 
tion of mineral potential of the WSAs and some SMAs. 
The mineral resource data and information used to deter- 
mine the mineral potential for a specific WSA or SMA is 

available in the GEM reports and USGS and Bureau of 
Mines reports for these areas. The only SMA that is with- 
drawn from mineral entry in the Preferred Alternative is 
the Big Mafia ACEC. 

210-8: See response to comment 210-6. 

210-9: Lands within the proposed Big Mafias ACEC are 
presently withdrawn from mineral entry for Bureau of 
Reclamation purposes. Since this withdrawal could be 
revoked if the lands are no longer needed for Bureau of 
Reclamation purposes, a second withdrawal to specifically 
protect cultural resources in the area is included as a con- 
tingency in the Preferred Alternative. 

An assessment of the mineral potential of the Big Mafias 
as well as other areas studied for special management has 
been added to the Mineral and Energy Resources section in 
Chapter 3. 

210-10: Mineral exploration and development in SMAs 
that are managed under special prescriptions to protect 
their natural values (Whipple Mountains) or are managed 
as priority wildlife habitat (Laguna Martinez) would be 
subject to the surface management regulations described 
for the Energy and Minerals Program in Management 
Guidance Common to All Alternatives (Chapter 2). These 
regulations are applicable to all public lands except those 
specifically withdrawn from mineral entry; they would not 
preclude or prohibit mining, but would provide for the 
development of mitigating measures to minimize potential 
impacts and prevent unnecessary and undue environmen- 
tal degradation. The regulations would be applied to in- 
dividual mining operations on a case-by-case basis through 
review of notices of intent and mining plans of operation. 
The only additional restriction that would be placed on 
mining activities in these areas is the prohibition of sand 
and gravel permits. 

210-11: See response to comment 210-10. 

210-12: See response to comment 210-3. 

210-13: Locatable mineral exploration and development 
in Special Management Areas (SMAs) designated under 
Alternative D would be administered in accordance with 
surface management regulations contained in 43 CFR 
3809. These regulations would not preclude or prohibit 
mining, but would provide for the development of miti- 
gating measures to minimize potential impacts and prevent 
unnecessary and undue environmental degradation. 

210-14: See response to comment 210-6. 

212-1: In implementing its RMP decisions, BLM will 
comply with U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' permitting re- 
quirements and honor all water treaties between Mexico 
and the United States. Cases where compliance with Corps 
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of Engineers, International Boundary and Water Commis- 
sion, or other agency requirements is needed will be iden- 
tified in activity plans for implementing the RMP and 
these agencies will be consulted at that time. 

212-2: Proceeds from the sale of Federal lands within 
Bureau of Reclamation project boundaries revert to the 
Reclamation fund and are credited to construction costs of 
the project. Boundaries for the Valley Division of the 
Yuma Project have not yet been agreed upon. However, 
all actions proposed in the RMP will be implemented in a 
manner that is consistent with the procedural guidelines of 
applicable laws, executive orders and national policy. 

213-1: With the exception of disposal areas identified in 
the plan, all BLM-administered lands will be retained in 
federal ownership under the Preferred Alternative. The 
retained lands include all recreation use areas except Pitts- 
burgh Point. Accordingly, all three of the parcels men- 
tioned in this comment will be maintained in public owner- 
ship during the life of the Resource Management Plan. 

Section 12 is currently leased to Mohave County under a 
Bureau of Reclamation Lease for recreation purposes. Sec- 
tion 30 is also leased to Mohave County, but under a 
Recreation and Public Purposes lease. The Arizona Game 
and Fish Department has an application pending with 
BLM to assume management responsibility under a lease 
agreement for Section 10. Either a lease or a Cooperative 
Management Agreement (CMA) may result. If so, the area 
would probably be managed for its wildlife values. 

214-1: Sections 7 and 18 were erroneously included in the 
La Posa LTVA as shown on Map 7. We have revised Map 
7 to correct this error. 

214-2: Utility corridor designations that are proposed in 
the RMP apply only to BLM-administered lands. How- 
ever, BLM recognizes that designated corridors on BLM- 
administered lands could impact uses on other lands. 
These impacts will be addressed in site-specific environ- 
mental analyses on a case-by-case basis as applications to 
construct transmission facilities are received. Moreover, 
actual construction of facilities could only be accom- 
plished with approval of the affected landowners and 
managers. 

It should also be noted that the Preferred Alternative pro- 
poses a second corridor in this vicinity - -  corridor UC-7 
along Interstate 10 --  as an alternate to UC-8. 

215-1: We believe that the resources information present- 
ly included in the RMP-EIS is adequate for the level of 
land use and management decisions being considered and 
made in this plan. General indications of population status 
are included in the descriptions of wildlife categories and 
species in Chapter 3. Information on the distribution of 
species is described in the Management Situation Analysis 
(MSA) --  a planning background or base information 

document available for review at the Yuma District or 
Havasu Resource Area Offices. (See Appendix A-1 for a 
description of the MSA step in the planning process.) 

As stated in the Environmental Program section of 
Management Guidance Common to All Alternatives 
(Chapter 2), any site-specific actions and activity plans not 
specifically analyzed in this RMP-EIS would be analyzed 
through EAs or EISs, in accordance with NEPA regula- 
tions, prior to approval by BLM. Additional detailed in- 
formation would be collected and included as needed in 
any site-specific environmental analyses of management 
actions subsequent to or resulting from this plan. 

215-2: Allowable uses and specific management 
guidelines that would be applied under each alternative to 
priority wildlife habitat and special management areas are 
described in Chapter 2. Further site-specific details for 
managing these areas and sites will be developed in activity 
plans. BLM will comply with NEPA in developing these 
activity plans. 

215-3: See response to comment 10-5. 

215--4: Aquatic habitat management was not addressed in 
detail in the Resource Management Plan because it was not 
identified as a planning issue. The Wildlife and Fisheries 
Program section of Management Guidance Common to 
All Alternatives (Chapter 2) describes general procedures 
and practices that BLM applies to management of both 
terrestrial and aquatic habitats. As indicated in that sec- 
tion, wildlife habitat management activities and objectives 
are normally developed in cooperation and consultation 
with other agencies and interest groups through the 
cooperative habitat management planning process 
established under the Sikes Act (see Glossary). 

215-5: The Preferred Alternative for grazing management 
on the Havasu Heights North and South allotments has 
been modified. 

215-6: As a multiple-use land managing agency, it would 
be unreasonable to designate priority areas for all special 
status species in the district because: a) there are a large 
number of these species in the district (see Appendix E for 
list), and b) many of these species are widely scattered with 
few areas of concentration throughout the district. 
However, special status species are given priority con- 
sideration in all actions as a matter of routine procedure. 
Federally-listed as well as state- and other-listed wildlife 
species are managed as described in the Wildlife and 
Fisheries Program section of Management Guidance Com- 
mon to All Alternatives (Chapter 2). 

The site-specific details of on-the-ground management for 
special status species will be addressed in habitat manage- 
ment plans prepared cooperatively with other agencies and 
interest groups. 
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215-7: Eight areas would receive some form of special 
management area protection under the Preferred Alter- 
native. Two of these areas would be formally designated, 
and the remaining six areas would be managed under 
special prescriptions to protect their natural values. 

BLM's reasons for not including all of the areas identified 
for SMA designation under Alternative A in the Preferred 
Alternative are described in the response to comment 10-6. 

215-8: There are a variety of reasons why the areas 
studied for special management area status in this RMP- 
EIS would not be formally designated or assigned special 
management prescriptions. The response to comment 10-6 
describes these reasons. 

215-9: See response to comment 10-7. 

215-10: See response to comment 10-2. 

215-11: Recreation planning subsequent to adoption of 
the RMP will be accomplished primarily through a series 
of activity plans. BLM must comply with NEPA and 
federal regulations in developing activity plans. These 
regulations require analysis of the environmental impacts 
and public review of the environmental documentation 
and proposed decisions. 

215-12: See response to comment 10-10. 

215-13: The mitigating measures described in the Final 
Environmental Assessment and Environmental Impact 
Report for the 1985 Parker 400 race are applied to the one 
event held each year on the course. This document was 
finalized on January 22, 1985, and is available for review 
at the Havasu Resource Area and Yuma District Offices. 
In addition, as stated in the Preferred Alternative, when 
more than one annual event is proposed for the Parker 
course, an environmental assessment (EA) would be 
developed to determine the number of events that would 
be authorized. The Preferred Alternative also prescribes a 
course management plan and monitoring of impacts. 
Where monitoring identifies significant adverse impacts, a 
new or supplemental EA would be prepared to analyze 
alternative mitigating measures. 

215-14: BLM considers the level of analysis for impacts 
on wildlife habitat to be adequate for selecting a Preferred 
Alternative from among the RMP alternatives. 

The impact projections in the RMP-EIS are general 
because the decisions are general. The RMP provides 
general management objectives, guidelines and land use 
allocations. The site-specific details of management are 
developed through activity plans as mentioned in Chapter 
1 of the RMP-EIS. The site-specific impacts from these ac- 
tivity plans and other actions not specifically projected in 
the RMP would be analyzed and documented on a case- 
by-case basis as described in the Environmental Program 

section of Management Guidance Common to All Alter- 
natives (Chapter 2). For this reason, we do not consider a 
"worst case" analysis to be necessary at this time. BLM 
would consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and 
other agencies as part of the site-specific analyses to deter- 
mine appropriate mitigating measures for wildlife habitat. 

215-15: A "Monitoring" section has been added to 
Chapter 2 in the final RMP-EIS. 

215-16: Appendix E has been revised. 

216-1: The Preferred Alternative has been revised to 
clarify exceptions to the seasonal closure of roads travers- 
ing bighorn sheep lambing grounds. 

216-2: The temporary closure of priority wildlife areas 
during critical seasons, such as lambing in the case of 
desert bighorn sheep, is a standard part of terms and con- 
ditions of any right-of-way construction grant issued by 
BLM. The temporary closure of areas during lambing sea- 
son has been a Stipulation on construction of facilities in 
corridors 2, 4, 5 and 8 for the past five years and will con- 
tinue to be enforced as part of  the RMP recommendations. 

218-1: The corridors proposed for designation in the 
Draft RMP-EIS were identified on the basis of input from 
the utilities industry as described in Table 5-1. 

In addition, three criteria were used to determine potential 
corridors to be analyzed in the RMP-EIS. These were: 

1) the corridor was proposed by either the Western 
Regional Corridor Study or a utility company 

2) adequate public lands were available to accom- 
modate a corridor along the proposed alignment 

3) the potential corridor contained existing facilities or 
def'mitely planned future facilities. 

The existence of a transmission line was not considered 
sufficient justification alone for designating a utility 
corridor. 

It should also be noted that with the exception of 
wilderness study, special management and priority wildlife 
habitat areas, other locations for transmission lines have 
not been precluded by the proposed RMP. The Preferred 
Alternative would permit BLM to authorize placement of 
utility lines on public lands outside of designated corridors 
when there is a legitimate need to do so. 

218-2: Proposed corridors have been limited to one-mile 
in width in most cases for one or both of the following 
reasons: 

1) lack of adequate public lands to accommodate cor- 
ridors of greater than one mile in width, and 
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2) the presence of significant natural or cultural values. 

Additionally, we believe the one-mile wide corridors are 
sufficient to accommodate needs projected through 1995 
by the utility industry. 

218--3: See response to comment 195-1. 

219-1: See response to comment 10-10. 

219-2: A full discussion on how grazing will be ad- 
ministered and monitored can be found in Chapter 2 under 
Management Guidance Common to All Alternatives. 

219-3: Special status species are given priority considera- 
tion in all actions as a matter of routine procedure. 
Federally-listed as well as state- and other-listed wildlife 
species are managed as described in the Wildlife and 
Fisheries Program section of Management Guidance Com- 
mon to All Alternatives (Chapter 2). The site-specific 
detail of on-the-ground management for special status 
species will be addressed in habitat management plans 
prepared cooperatively with other agencies and interest 
groups. 

220-1: The Southwest Powerlink 500 kV transmission line 
is shown as UC-9 on Map 8. Also, Map 6, Land Status, 
has been changed to reflect the lands mentioned in this 
comment. 

221-1: See response to comment 10-10. 

228-1: The language used in this section of Management 
Guidance Common to All Alternatives is drawn directly 
from the 1975 Management Framework Plans (MFPs). 
The section presents specific management guidance from 
the MFPs that would continue to be applied to public land 
management under the RMP. Despite this language, BLM 
will prevent to its best ability the introduction of exotic 
species on BLM-administered lands. 

228-2: The Preferred Alternative does not authorize 
unrestricted or unregulated mining activity anywhere in the 
district. All mining operations approved by BLM must 
comply with federal and state laws and regulations pertain- 
ing to surface reclamation and environmental degradation. 
Specifically, the regulatory standards established in federal 
regulation 43 CFR 3800 would continue to be applied to all 
mining activities, as stated in the Energy and Minerals Pro- 
gram section of Management Guidance Common to All 
Alternatives (Chapter 2). 

228--3: Details of enforcement will be developed in activity 
plans for implementing the RMP. 

228-4: See response to comment 10-10. 

228-5: Other species and habitats do receive BLM's atten- 
tion. Concern for state-listed species has been a dominant 

part of our wildlife habitat program in the past and will 
continue to be so in the future. As stated in the Wildlife 
and Fisheries Program section in Management Guidance 
Common to All Alternatives, the Yuma District consults 
with state agencies to identify appropriate mitigating 
measures as a standard procedure in evaluating proposed 
actions that may affect state-listed wildlife species. 

The species mentioned in this comment, as well as all other 
specially-listed species, are routinely considered by BLM in 
evaluating and making decisions on proposed actions. 

228-6: The text and Appendix E have been revised to 
reflect the correct status of this species. 

228-7: The Yuma District is actively seeking to restore 
and enhance Yuma clapper rail habitat. BLM participates 
as a member on the interagency Yuma Clapper Rail Re- 
covery Team. A recovery plan has been developed by this 
group to enhance clapper rail habitat and numbers. In ad- 
dition, the Preferred Alternative proposes special manage- 
ment and priority wildlife habitat areas that would benefit 
the clapper rail. For example, all remaining riparian 
habitats would be designated as priority wildlife habitat 
area regardless of present condition. 

228--8: Mineral and energy development was not iden- 
tified as a planning issue in the RMP scoping process. The 
discussion of environmental consequences for each alter- 
native focuses only on those impacts that would arise from 
the decisions on the planning issues. Mineral activity and 
development are managed on a day-to-day or site-specific 
basis. The management guidelines for mineral and energy 
resources are summarized in Chapter 2 under Management 
Guidance Common to All Alternatives. Locatable mineral 
exploration and development is administered in accord- 
ance with surface management regulations contained in 43 
CFR 3802 and 3809. These regulations provide for the 
review of individual mining operations to prevent un- 
necessary and undue environmental degradation, and the 
development of mitigating measures to minimize potential 
impacts. These procedures will minimize the impacts to 
wildlife in the priority habitat areas. 
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228-9: Mitigating measures for impacts on wildlife from 
actions not specifically projected in the RMP will be 
developed by BLM on a site-specific basis as part of the 
environmental process described in the Environmental 
Program section of Management Guidance Common to 
All Alternatives (Chapter 2). 

228-10: Appendix E has been revised. The source for 
Appendix F is Yuma District Files. The footnote to the 
table itself has been revised to add this clarification. 

228--11: Impacts from ephemeral grazing on wildlife are 
virtually non-existent since little ephemeral grazing actual- 
ly occurs in the district, and competition between livestock 
and wildlife species for ephemeral forage occurs infre- 
quently and only on a site-specific as opposed to habitat- 
wide basis. 

Desert tortoises are scattered in low density numbers 
throughout the northern portions of the district. Areas of 
concentration are not known to exist. Accordingly, it is 
impractical to manage the widely scattered low numbers of 
this species through ephemeral forage allocations. 

Trends cannot be determined for ephemeral species 
because they are short-lived, dependent upon annual 
climatic conditions and may not appear every year. 

228-12: By proposing to put this allotment in the maintain 
category, BLM is indicating that the present grazing man- 
agement (non-use) is causing no serious resource conflicts. 
If the grazing practices change on this allotment and 
resource conflicts become apparent, the management cate- 
gory would be changed. 

228-13: The Cactus Plain area would be managed in a 
manner that would ensure maintenance of the area's ex- 
isting unique plant community and the stability of the 
dune ecosystem, as stated in the Preferred Alternative. The 
specific strategies and techniques for accomplishing this 
will be developed in the Allotment Management Plans for 
the two allotments. 

228-14: The allotment categorization (M-I-C) establishes 
priorities for distributing management funds and person- 
nel. The fact that Bishop allotment is in the " C "  category 
rather than " I "  indicates it has fewer resource conflicts 
than " I "  category allotments. Until funds and personnel 
are available, "C"  category allotments will be managed to 
prevent resource deterioration as indicated in the Allot- 
ment Categorization section of Management Guidance 
Common to All Alternatives (Chapter 2). 

228-15: Unique natural areas and features in the Yuma 
District were identified from a variety of sources, including 
district Files, studies and reports prepared by other agen- 
cies or organizations, and contacts with state park systems 
and affliiated natural heritage organizations in Arizona 
and Califomia. Many of these areas, including Crossman 

Peak, Gibraltar Mountain, the Big Marias and Muggins 
Mountains were not identified in the Yuma District MFPs 
or supporting documents. 

228-16: There are no Yuma clapper rails in the Aubrey 
Hills area to our knowledge. Numerous surveys of bird 
populations have failed to locate any clapper rails along 
this length of the river. 

228-17: The description of the Laguna-Martinez area (see 
Unique Natural Areas, Chapter 3) has been revised to in- 
elude information on the yellow-billed cuckoo. 

228-18: On the basis of the factors of evaluation de- 
scribed in the response to comment 10-6 and additional in- 
formation, BLM has concluded that the Yuma Desert 
should not receive special management area consideration 
under the Preferred Alternative. 

The area is on lands withdrawn by the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion to form the "five mile zone" along the border with 
Mexico. This zone is intended for development of water 
wells to pump Colorado River groundwater back into the 
river in order to meet the United States water commitment 
to Mexico (1977 Mexican Treaty). Furthermore, parts of  
this area have been proposed for use as a sanitary landfill 
site and the new Yuma County Prison site. 

228-19: Management policies or prescriptions for special 
management areas under Alternative C are described in the 
Special Management Areas issue for Alternative C. 

The Preferred Alternative incorporates management ac- 
tions from the entire range of alternatives, depending on 
the need for a specific issue; it does not necessarily provide 
a perfect balance between resource development and 
resource protection for each individual issue or subissue, 
nor is it a balance between Alternatives C and D. 

228-20: On the basis of the factors of evaluation de- 
scribed in the response to comment 10--6, BLM does not 
consider the natural values in the Gila Mountains to be sig- 
nificant enough to warrant specific management prescrip- 
tions. Management under general multiple use guidelines is 
considered sufficient to adequately protect resources in the 
a r e a .  

228--21: We assume that this comment refers to the five 
special management areas that would not be formally 
designated in the Preferred Alternative but would be 
managed under special prescriptions to protect their 
natural values. The management prescriptions for these 
areas are described in the Unique Natural Areas and 
Features section of the Preferred Alternative. More de- 
tailed, site-specific management actions, objectives and 
strategies would be determined through the development 
of activity plans for managing each individual SMA. These 
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activity plans would be developed in accordance with the 
public participation and environmental review require- 
ments of NEPA. 

228-22: All BLM-administered riparian lands remaining 
along the three rivers in the Yuma District would be man- 
aged as priority wildlife habitat under the Preferred 
Alternative. 

228-23: Threatened and endangered (T&E) plants are pro- 
tected under the Endangered Species Act. The section on 
T&E plants has been revised to further explain manage- 
ment procedures that are required and applied by BLM 
when actions are proposed which could affect T&E plant 
species. 

228-24: With the exception of portions of UC-6B, UC-7, 
UC-10, UC-11 and UC-12, all of the utility corridors 
identified in the RMP follow existing utility rights-of-way. 
Existing utility rights-of-way and expected demand for 
utility and communication sites in ~be next five to twenty 
years are discussed in detail in the Yuma District Manage- 
ment Situation Analysis, a planning background docu- 
ment that is available for review at the Yuma District and 
Havasu Resource Area Offices. 

Corridors that do not follow existing utility rights-of-way 
are proposed for designation only in instances where such 
routings are needed for consistency with other RMP man- 
agement objectives. 

228--25: BLM cannot accurately predict the need for addi- 
tional recreation lands over the life of the plan. Conse- 
quently, such needs will be addressed on a case-by-case 
basis. Site-specific impacts from the expansion of recrea- 
tion areas to adjacent or new public lands would be as- 
sessed and mitigated in accordance with NEPA using an 
EA or EIS process prior to approval by BLM. Further- 
more, any future recreation expansion would be required 
to be consistent with resource management objectives con- 
tained in the RMP for floodplain, wildlife habitat and 
other values. 

228-26: See response to comment 10-10. 

228-27: Certain recreation facilities and uses, such as day- 
use recreation areas and overnight camping in some places, 
would not conflict with floodplain management objec- 
tives. Through proper design, location, and management, 
these facilities and uses could occur in the floodplain 
without substantially disrupting wildlife habitat or other 
natural and beneficial floodplain values. 

Riparian areas and wildlife habitat would not benefit from 
management actions under Alternative B, as none of the 
restoration projects associated with priority wildlife 
habitat designations would be implemented on these lands. 

However, the absence of benefit from such projects is not 
considered inconsistent with BLM Floodplain Manual 
7221. 

228-28: BLM cannot predict the need for new concessions 
and leases or the expansion of existing concessions and 
leases over the life of the RMP. Consequently, such ac- 
tions would be addressed on a case-by-case basis under the 
Preferred Alternative. As indicated in the Environmental 
Program section of Management Guidance Common to 
All Alternatives (Chapter 2), the impacts from these ac- 
tions would be analyzed through site-specific EAs or EISs 
in accordance with NEPA regulations before approval by 
BLM. The actions would also be constrained by other 
management objectives established in the RMP. 

228-29: User profiles, preferences and benefit-cost 
analyses are commonly applied to recreation market and 
feasibility analyses. Analysis of these factors will indicate 
whether expansion would: a) help to satisfy existing unmet 
demand and b) be economically viable. These, together 
with protection of wildlife and riparian values, are the 
criteria BLM would use in deciding whether to authorize 
proposals for expansion. 

228-30: Floodplain delineation is discussed under the 
Floodplain Protection Program section in Management 
Guidance Common to All Alternatives (Chapter 2). 

228-31: BLM does not consider long-term camping to be 
a legitimate use of utility rights-of-way on public lands. 
Actual displacement depends on the width of the right-of- 
way and the type of facilities constructed. In most cases, 
utility use of a corridor would remove much less than the 
1,900 acres mentioned. 

228-32: See response to comment 10-2. 

228-33: See response to comment 204-1. 

228-34: We have no intention of disposing of lands within 
the river floodplains. The Disposals section of Manage- 
ment Guidance Common to All Alternatives (Chapter 2) 
has been changed to include "riparian habitat" as a condi- 
tion which would preclude transferring lands within a 
disposal area from federal ownership. Instances where 
riparian floodplains may inadvertently fall within disposal 
areas will be identified during the site-specific analyses re- 
quired for disposals; these lands would subsequently be ex- 
cluded from disposal. 

228-35: The RMP does not specify which non-federal 
lands would be acquired in exchange for which federal 
lands. Rather it simply identifies those federal lands that 
will be available for disposal and those non-federal lands 
that BLM would like to acquire in order to enhance 
management of federal programs on-the-ground. The 
specific details of land exchanges will be subsequently 
identified on a case-by-case basis. 
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Please note also that Disposal Area 9 has been dropped 
from the list of public land areas that would be available 
for disposal under the Preferred Alternative. 

228-36: Lands acquired for wilderness would be closed to 
mineral entry, resulting in a net loss of acreage that would 
be open to mineral entry under the General Mining Law of 
1872. This net loss is illustrated in Table 4-3. In the case of 
Alternative D in the draft EIS, for example, only 39,940 
acres out of 50,120 acres that are acquired would be open 
to mineral entry while the remaining 10,180 acres (which 
were to be acquired for wilderness) would be closed to 
mineral entry. 

Please note that the wilderness issue has been deferred to a 
separate environmental document to be prepared in 1986. 
There are no wilderness recommendations in this final 
RMP-EIS. Accordingly, Table 4--3 has been deleted in the 
fmal. 

228-37: "Area 3" refers to Disposal Area 3 as indicated 
on Map 9. The text has been revised to clarify this. 

228-38: This comment is correct. The Preferred Alter- 
native provides for exceptions to the seasonal road closures 
in lambing grounds for certain uses and situations. 
Development of active mining claims is included among 
these possible exceptions. However, the seasonal road 
closures would affect minerals exploration by eliminating 
access to and therefore exploration of those areas that are 
outside of active mining claims. 

228-39: Mineral and energy development was not iden- 
tified as a planning issue in the RMP scoping process. The 
discussion of environmental consequences for each alter- 
native focuses only on those impacts that would arise from 
the decisions on the planning issues. Consequently, im- 
pacts from mineral and energy development in the Yuma 
District were not addressed in the RMP. 

Impacts from mineral and energy development, mitigation 
measures and surface reclamation requirements will con- 
tinue to be addressed for individual mining operations on a 
case-by-case basis in accordance with existing law and 
federal regulations as described in the Energy and Minerals 
Program section of Management Guidance Common to 
All Alternatives (Chapter 2). 

228-40: See response to comment 215-13. 

228-41: Under the Preferred Alternative, impacts on 
wildlife from grazing on the Nine-Mile allotment would be 
minor. Since these impacts are not considered significant, 
specific mitigating measures are not necessary. 

228-42: See response to comment 215-15. 

229-1: The riparian lands identified under the Preferred 
Alternative for management as priority wildlife habitat 

will not affect or be affected by the channel enhancement 
project on the Gila River. 

230-1: The Community Expansion provisions in Manage- 
ment Guidance Common to All Alternatives (Chapter 2) 
would allow BLM to make federal lands within the Yuma 
Crossing Park boundaries available for park and recrea- 
tion purposes through Recreation and Public Purpose 
leases. 

262-1: Public participation opportunities that have been 
offered to the Colorado River Indian Tribes (CRIT), as 
well as other interest groups and individuals, are listed in 
Table 5-1. Other public input opportunities have been pro- 
vided to CRIT, including: a) a private meeting to scope 
issues for the Havasu RMP in 1982, b) a briefing meeting 
on the draft RMP-EIS in March 1985 and c) numerous 
meetings of the District Advisory Council attended by 
CRIT representatives. 

262-2: BLM has revised the Preferred Alternative to in- 
clude provisions for phasing out facilities at the Black 
Peak communication site. In addition, the utility corridor 
has been narrowed to less than one-mile in width as it 
passes Black Peak in order to avoid construction of 
transmission facilities on the Peak itself. 

262-3: The lands mentioned in this comment were 
transferred in partial compensation for the overall federal 
land debt to the State of Arizona through the State Indem- 
nity-Lieu Selection process. Notices of classification for 
transfer and requests for comments were published in the 
Federal Register in mid-July 1981 and in the Parker 
Pioneer newspaper for five consecutive weeks beginning 
August 6, 1981. 

BLM does not foresee any actions on lands that have 
already been disposed of or are identified for disposal in 
the RMP that would substantially affect uses and en- 
vironmental conditions within the Colorado River Indian 
Reservation or cultural resources located nearby. 

None of the land disposals along the Colorado River In- 
dian Reservation boundary that have already occurred or 
are identified in the RMP are related to potential mining 
activities. 

262--4: See response to comment 262-1. 

262-5: "Priority wildlife habitat areas" are those public 
land areas on which priority will be given to the protection, 
maintenance and improvement of wildlife habitat values. 
"Special management prescriptions" are guidelines that 
will be applied to special management areas, both those 
with formal titles such as ACEC and Outstanding Natural 
Area, and those without titles. "Key wildlife" is used in- 
terchangeably with "priority wildlife" in the EIS (see 
Priority Wildlife Species in Glossary). 
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Allowable uses and specific management guidelines that 
would be applied to priority wildlife habitat, cultural 
resource sites and special management areas are addressed 
in the descriptions of each of the plan alternatives for 
Issues 1 and 2. Further site-specific details for managing 
these areas and sites will be developed in activity plans. 
BLM will comply with NEPA in developing activity plans. 

262--6: As indicated in Chapter 5, B! M has consulted and 
coordinated with the California I)e~,ert District, the U.S. 
Bureau of Reclamation and the California Department of 
Transportation in all phases of the RMP. 

262--7: The Big Mafia ACEC is confined to the southern 
half, or that portion of the Big Mafia Cultural Resource 
Management Plan (CRMP) area having the highest con- 
centration of cultural resources. While the northern half of 
the CRMP area contains important cultural values, they 
are sparsely distributed and do not justify managing the 
entire CRMP area as an ACEC at this time. Several 
smaller areas in the northern half of the CRMP area will 
be managed under the guidelines for cultural resource sites 
contained in the Resource Management Plan (see Cultural 
Resources in the Preferred Alternative). 

Guidelines and restrictions for managing the Big Mafia 
ACEC are described under Natural Areas and Features in 
the Preferred Alternative. 

263-1: The Preferred Alternative of the RMP establishes 
a permanent Arizona loop of the Parker ORV race course, 
The existing route has been thoroughly analyzed for envi- 
ronmental impacts through the annual evaluation occur- 
ring prior to issuing a race permit. Analysis of alternative 
course alignments is beyond the scope of this Resource 
Management Plan. Minor adjustments to the race course 
can be accomplished during the annual review of race im- 
pacts and mitigating measures. A separate environmental 
analysis would be required to evaluate the impacts of 
alignment alternatives and other race management 
changes. 

265-1: We believe that the present level of analysis con- 
tained in the RMP-EIS is adequate for making a reasoned 
decision, and further that an analysis of the cumulative im- 
pacts of public land withdrawals would not significantly 
alter the selection of the Preferred Alternative. 

265-2: See response to comment 216-1. 

265-3: See response to comment 202-1. 

265--4: Table 4-1 lists major actions which have the poten- 
tial to adversely affect Cultural Resources. Under the 
heading of Unauthorized Activities, the table lists "Mining 
and occupancy trespass." Under the heading of Author- 
ized Activities is listed "Mining-related activities." To 
reduce the possibility for misinterpretation, "mining and 
occupancy trespass" has been revised to read "mining 
trespass and occupancy trespass." 

265-5: The review of Bureau of Reclamation and other 
agency withdrawals is addressed in the General Lands Pro- 
gram section of Management Guidance Common to All 
Alternatives (Chapter 2). 

Because the wilderness issue has been deferred to a 
separate environmental document to be prepared in 1986, 
none of the management actions under the Preferred 
Alternative would result in the withdrawal of additional 
acreage in the Yuma District from mineral entry. The 
5,280 acre Big Marias area is presently under Bureau of 
Reclamation withdrawal. 

265-6: See response to comment 202-1. 

266-1: Area 9 has been eliminated from the lands 
that would be available for disposal under the Preferred 
Alternative. 

268-1: Priority wildlife habitat areas proposed in the plan 
reflect desert bighorn sheep range because potential threats 
from incompatible uses would directly affect the suitability 
of habitat for this species and therefore affect the popula- 
tion or numbers of this species. Potential threats to desert 
tortoise habitat are site-specific in nature and would not 
reduce the overall suitability of habitat or diminish the 
population size on a large scale. 

As a state- and federally-listed species, desert tortoise will 
be managed and protected as described under the Wildlife 
and Fisheries Program section of Management Guidance 
Common to All Alternatives (Chapter 2). 

268-2: BLM does not consider a "worst case" analysis to 
be necessary for impacts from RMP management actions 
on the desert tortoise. As indicated in the Threatened, 
Endangered and Sensitive Species Habitat section of Man- 
agement Guidance Common to All Alternatives (Chapter 
2), no activities or projects that would jeopardize the con- 
tinued existence of the desert tortoise or other threatened 
and endangered species would be allowed on BLM- 
administered lands. To ensure that this guidance is fol- 
lowed, impacts from actions not specifically projected in 
the RMP would be subject to site-specific environmental 
analyses. Site-specific analyses would include consultation 
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the Arizona Game 
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and Fish Department and the California Department of 
Fish and Game on possible impacts to the desert tortoise. 

268-3: Ephemeral forage is restored during periods of 
abundant moisture. Ephemeral species are opportunistic, 
growing and reproducing at any time of the year under 
suitable temperature and moisture conditions. 

268-4: Standard stipulations for oil and gas leasing are 
listed in federal regulation 43 CFR 3100. There are no 
standard stipulations for mining plans of operation. 

268-5: See response to comment 157-1. 

268-6: See response to comment 10-10. 

268-7: No specific adverse impacts on desert tortoise are 
identified in Chapter 4. Accordingly, no mitigation 
measures were developed. The site-specific impacts on 
desert tortoise from activity plans and other proposed ac- 
tions subsequent to the RMP will be identified through 
separate environmental analyses. Appropriate mitigating 
measures would be developed as part of these analyses. In 
addition, state wildlife agencies and other interest groups 
and individuals, including the Desert Tortoise Council, 
will be consulted during preparation of these analyses. 

268-8: See response to comment 215-15. 

268-9: Appendix E has been revised. 

269-1: Potential SMAs are characterized by significant 
natural, cultural or scenic resources. WSAs may include 
significant natural, cultural or scenic resources, but are 
characterized by roadlessness, naturalness and outstanding 
opportunities for solitude or primitive recreation. SMAs 
and WSAs overlap each other because these characteristics 
can be in both areas. 

Whereas WSAs are recommended for wilderness designa- 
tion primarily to protect the wilderness characteristics of 
roadlessness, naturalness and outstanding opportunities 
for solitude or primitive recreation, SMAs are intended to 
protect the specific natural, cultural or scenic resources for 
which the area is recognized. SMA characteristics can be 
protected without applying the rigid, restrictive guidelines 
applied to designated wilderness areas. See response to 
comment 10-6 for a description of the criteria BLM used 
for making decisions on potential SMAs. 

269-2: Each of the special management areas designated 
in the Resource Management Plan is established to protect 
or enhance specific natural or cultural resources. The 
discussion on Issue 2." Special Management Areas in the 
Preferred Alternative provides a description of the general 
management approach for each area. 

After the RMP is adopted, BLM will prepare an activity 
plan for each special management area. The activity plan 

establishes detailed and site-specific management actions, 
objectives and strategies. Preparation of each plan in- 
cludes appropriate environmental impact analysis 
documentation. Factors that would be addressed in the en- 
vironmental review include potential impacts to water 
quality, air quality, other environmental resources and ap- 
propriate mitigation. 

269-3: As a standard procedure, all proposed actions with 
potential for resource disturbance are analyzed on a site- 
specific basis through an EA or EIS in accordance with the 
requirements of NEPA. 

269-4: Acreage totals in Table 2-1 include not only those 
areas that would have specific designated labels such as 
Outstanding Natural Area or ACEC assigned to them, but 
also undesignated areas (indicated in the table by "No*")  
where special management prescriptions would be applied 
to protect natural values. 

The footnotes to Table 2-1 have been revised to clarify 
acreage totals for the alternatives. 

269-5: Other than those described in the Preferred Alter- 
native, plans for improvements on the Ganado and Nine- 
Mile Allotments are not f'u'm now, but would be addressed 
in individual Allotment Management Plans (AMPs). The 
AMPs are prepared in consukation with the allotment 
operator and other affected parties, and include an 
analysis of environmental impacts. Clarification about the 
timing of gazing use on perennial-ephemeral and 
ephemeral allotments can be found in the Grazing Ad- 
ministration section of Management Guidance Common 
to All Alternatives (Chapter 2) and in Chapter 3 under the 
Rangeland Resources section of the RMP-EIS. 

269-6: Water quality was not identified through the scop- 
ing process as a planning issue. The major water resources 
in Yuma District are managed under the auspices of the 
Bureau of Reclamation for river control management. The 
few springs and water developments under BLM's direc- 
tion are managed in accordance with habitat management 
plans that have been prepared for wildlife. 

The impacts of decisions under the various alternatives on 
water quality are discussed under the General Impacts sec- 
tion of Chapter 4. The management of riparian values is 
also addressed in the RMP-EIS. 

The potential impacts from proposed actions on water 
quality are assessed by BLM as a standard procedure in 
carrying out site-specific environmental analyses. 

269-7: The 23,100 acres of riparian vegetation that would 
be managed as priority wildlife habitat under the Preferred 
Alternative (25,000 acres in the draft) represents all of the 
remaining riparian areas in the Yuma District that are 
administered by BLM. Since all remaining riparian areas, 
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including those around springs, would be protected as pri- 
ority wildlife habitat, no additional mitigating measures 
are considered necessary. 

Wilderness areas and water resources would be protected 
under provisions described in Management Guidance 
Common to All Alternatives (Chapter 2). No further pro- 
tection through mitigating measures is considered 
necessary. 

The Preferred Alternative has been revised to clarify the 
amount of riparian acreage in the Yuma District that 
would be managed as priority wildlife habitat. 

269-8: Background data on air quality is contained in the 
Yuma District Management Situation Analysis. This plan- 
ning background document is available for public review 
at the Yuma District and Havasu Resource Area Offices. 
In addition, expected impacts from RMP decisions on air 
quality are discussed under General Impacts on Physical 
Features in Chapter 4. 

269-9: Nothing in the RMP-EIS is intended to imply an 
authorization for or decision to use pesticides on public 
lands. BLM operates under strict guidelines for usage of 
pesticides. Proposed pesticide applications are reviewed 
and evaluated on a case-by-case, site- specific basis 
through an EA or EIS. 

271-1: Utility corridor designations proposed in the RaMP 
do not apply to non-federal agricultural and other private 
lands. However, BLM recognizes that designated corridors 
on BLM-administered lands could impact uses on non- 
federal lands. These impacts will be addressed in site- 
specific environmental documents prepared on a case-by- 
case basis as applications to construct transmission 
facilities are received. 

271-2: We believe that the impacts on wildlife projected in 
Chapter 4 are adequate for the level of management deci- 
sions contained in the RAMP. Moreover, the species men- 
tioned in this comment would not be adversely affected by 
implementation of decisions in the RMP. In fact, they 
would more likely benefit on balance as a result of 
management objectives and guidelines for priority wildlife 
habitat and special management areas contained in the 
RMP. 

271-3: The Preferred Alternative generally provides for 
continuation of recreation uses already occurring on the 
Yuma District. Site-specific actions which would modify 
existing recreation uses and opportunities will be addressed 
in recreation activity plans. These plans require analysis of 
environmental impacts and public review of the possible 
impacts and proposed decisions. BLM will consult with 
Riverside County on proposed actions that might affect or 
be affected by uses and environmental conditions in the 
County at the time activity plans and associated en- 
vironmental analyses are being prepared. 

309-1: This comment refers to management guidelines 
that would be applied within priority wildlife habitat areas. 
Each of the alternatives for wildlife habitat management 
specifies whether utility access roads would be open or 
closed to public use. Utility roads would be closed to 
public access under Alternatives C, D, E and the Preferred 
Alternative. 

309-2: ORV use of utility access roads was not identified 
specifically as a planning issue through the scoping proc- 
ess. Accordingly, the impacts from ORV use on these 
roads specifically are not discussed. However, the impacts 
from utility access road closures in priority wildlife habitat 
areas and ORV designations are discussed in the sections 
of Chapter 4 describing impacts from the wildlife habitat 
and recreation alternatives respectively. 

311-1: See response to comment 215-1. 

311-2: See response to comment 215-15. 

311-3: Management restrictions and guidelines for areas 
of critical environmental concern, research natural areas, 
outstanding natural areas, natural scenic areas or other 
special management area designations are addressed in the 
descriptions of each of the plan alternatives for Issue 2: 
Special Management Areas. Further details for managing 
these areas will be developed in site-specific activity plans 
subsequent to approval of the RMP. These activity plans 
will be prepared in accordance with the public involvement 
and environmental analysis procedures required by 
NEPA. 

311-4: The Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Species 
Habitat section of Management Guidance Common to All 
Alternatives has been revised to include species proposed 
for listing. 

311-5: Despite a 10-year permit, the BLM has the option 
of a downward or upward adjustment in livestock num- 
bers if monitoring data indicates that the present grazing 
use is not meeting land use plans or management objec- 
tives. See the 43 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) sec- 
tion 4130.6-3. 

311-6: Rangeland monitoring intervals for the individual 
allotments vary depending upon range condition and 
potential, allotment management objectives and potential 
conflicts within allotments. Specific monitoring informa- 
tion for each allotment is in the Lower Gila Monitoring 
Plan which may be reviewed at the BLM Yuma or Phoenix 
District Offices. 

311-7: Under the Preferred Alternative, riparian areas 
that are administered by BLM would be managed as prior- 
ity wildlife habitat in accordance with the management 
guidelines and restrictions described for the Wildlife Habi- 
tat issue. Further details for managing priority wildlife 
habitat areas will be developed in site-specific habitat 

-258- 



RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

management plans subsequent to approval of the RMP. 
These plans will be developed in accordance with the re- 
quirements of NEPA and the Sikes Act. 

311-8: BLM does not consider the designation of priority 
wildlife habitat areas for all state-listed species to be 
reasonable because: a) there are a large number of these 
species in the district, and b) many of these species are 
widely scattered with few areas of concentration through- 
out the district. 

Wildlife and plant species that are listed by Arizona or 
California as endangered, threatened or rare would 
already be protected by provisions indicated in the Wildlife 
and Fisheries Program section of Management Guidance 
Common to All Alternatives (Chapter 2). These provisions 
require BLM to consult with the Arizona Game and Fish 
Department and the California Department of Fish and 
Game before implementing any projects that may affect 
these species. 

311-9: See response to comment 10-10. 

311-10: See response to comment 215-4. 

311-11: See response to comment 10-6. 

311-12: The description of the Aubrey Hills area (Unique 
Natural Areas, Chapter 3) has been revised to more ac- 
curately describe the area's character and status. 

311-13: Cactus Plain is proposed for special management. 
We believe the management prescriptions described in the 
Preferred Alternative will provide adequate protection to 
the area's unique natural values. In addition, a large part 
of the Cactus Plain area was recommended for designation 
as wilderness in the draft RMP-EIS. For these reasons, 
formal designation as an ACEC, Outstanding Natural 
Area or other title was not considered necessary for pro- 
tecting this area. 

311-14: See response to comment 311-3. 

311-15: See response to comment 192-7. 

311-16: Under the Preferred Alternative, no increases in 
grazing or new rangeland improvements would be allowed 
on the Cactus Plain portions of the Nine-Mile and Ganado 
allotments unless it can be shown that no adverse impacts 
to the area's natural values and wilderness values would 

result. 

The Cactus Plain area is proposed for special manage- 
ment. Only those rangeland developments that are consist- 
ent with maintenance of this area's unique plant communi- 
ty and the stability of the dune ecosystem would be 
authorized. 

311-17: The Preferred Alternative has been revised to 
read "maintain good and excellent rangeland condition on 
an average of 67% of the acreage." 

311-18: During dry years when little ephemeral vegetation 
is present, grazing is not authorized on ephemeral allot- 
ments. When wet years occur and it is determined by an 
authorized officer that enough forage is available for both 
wildlife and livestock, grazing is authorized on a case-by- 
case basis. The number of livestock and period of grazing 
use are subject to multiple-use objectives in the RMP and 
subsequent activity plans. As a general rule, ephemeral 
stocking rates are based on 50% utilization of the pro- 
jected available forage. The remaining 50% is allocated to 
wildlife. However, our experience has shown that livestock 
has used only 10-30% of the overall forage that has been 
available when ephemeral grazing has been authorized. 

Ephemeral allotments are monitored using a series of 
photo-points taken every other year. 

311-19: The land acquisitions proposed for the benefit of 
unique natural values are all located within or immediately 
adjacent to areas proposed for special management area 
status. In addition, a majority of the acquisitions for 
wildlife habitat purposes are within or adjacent to pro- 
posed priority wildlife habitat areas. Accordingly, these 
acquired lands would be subject to the same management 
prescriptions described in the Preferred Alternative for 
Issues 1 and 2. 

311-20: All new major transmission facilities would be 
restricted to designated corridors wherever feasible. The 
only exceptions would be those facilities which require 
special spacing or have other unusual requirements which 
preclude locating in a designated corridor. Facilities to be 
located outside designated corridors would be identified in 
the environmental analysis of the right-of-way granting 
process. 

In addition, local distribution facilities, i.e., powerlines 
less than 69 kV, telephone lines to individual homes or 
subdivisions, or county and private roads, etc., cannot 
logically be restricted to corridors. These actions are 
handled on a case-by-case basis as described in Manage- 
ment Guidance Common to All Alternatives (Chapter 2). 

311-21: See response to comment 214-2. 

311-22: See response to comment 10-2. 

311-23: The word "significant" has been replaced with 
"adverse" in the final RMP-EIS. 

311-24: The two areas mentioned in the text (the Parker 
race course and Ehrenberg Sand Bowl) are competitive use 
areas. Copper Basin Wash Sand Dunes and Crossroads, as 
shown on Map 2, are other areas that have been designated 
under the Open-Intensive ORV use category (see Table 
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2-7) in the Preferred Alternative. Map 2 is correct as 
printed; the dots west of Laguna Dam and north of  the 
Weilton-Mohawk Valley reflect Yuma District boundary 
revisions and are unrelated to ORV designations. 

311-25: The Preferred Alternative provides for the 
designation of non-collection areas through recreation ac- 
tivity plans and associated environmental analyses. The 
purpose of this second tier of  planning is to provide for 
site-specific decisions in greater detail than is possible in 
the RMP. As stated in the Preferred Alternative, areas 
with important or high wildlife values and areas where 
recreational use has nuded an area will be designated as 
non-collection areas through the recreation activity plans. 

311-26: Summary Table S-2 is the same as Table 2-11 
(Table 2-12 in the draft). Both tables summarize the im- 
pacts that would result from implementing the various 
plan alternatives. The statement on page xili of  the draft 
was intended to refer to the projected impact on range 
forage production or grazing capacity that would result 
over the long term from implementation of  the Preferred 
Alternative. Grazing use would not be increased initially, 
but range forage production would increase by approx- 
imately 94°70 in the long term as a result of allotment 
management plans, range improvements and grazing 
systems that would be developed and applied under this 
alternative. Accordingly, we believe the statement in 
Tables S-2 and 2-11 is correct. 

To avoid future misinterpretations of  this type, the state- 
ment in Tables S-2 and 2-11 has been revised to read: 
"Forage production would increase by 3,756 AUMs ..... " 

Please refer to the discussions of  impacts on wildlife 
habitat from grazing that appear in Chapter 4 for a full ex- 
planation of impacts under the Preferred Alternative and 
Alternatives B and D. 

311-27: Adding all the acreages for these areas will total 
more than 412,520 acres because the priority wildlife 
habitat area, special management area and wilderness 
overlap each other in some places. Please note that the 
above total is from the draft and is changed in the f'mal 
because of changes that have been made in the Preferred 
Alternative. 

311-28: While not summarized in Table 2-11 (2-12 in the 
draft EIS), economic impacts from increased recreational 
development under the Preferred Alternative are discussed 
in Impacts o f  the Preferred Alternative. 

311-29: Statistics for backcountry use and firewood col- 
lection are not readily available. While some information 
is available for specialized uses such as deer hunting, BLM 
is unaware of  any general backcountry recreation use 
figures maintained by state wildlife agencies or any other 
entity or individual. BLM welcomes any additional data 
which may be added to either the RMP or the MSA. 

We believe our general statements in Chapter 3 concerning 
backcountry recreation use and firewood collection are 
sufficient for analyzing and deciding among the alter- 
natives in the RMP-EIS. Backcountry recreation use ac- 
counts for a relatively small amount of the total recreation 
use in the Yuma District. The continual decrease of  "dead 
and down" wood at heavily used recreation sites indicates 
that firewood is a declining resource. 

311-30: The description of  Yuma Desert has been revised. 

311-31: Data on population stability and numbers are not 
appropriate to the level of analysis and decision-making 
contained in the RMP-EIS. These data are more appropri- 
ately used in development of  site-specific habitat manage- 
ment plans (HMPs). BLM coordinates closely with state 
wildlife agencies and other interested groups and individ- 
uals during preparation of  HMPs. (See also response to 
215-1.) 

311-32: State-listed wildlife species are listed in Appendix 
E. The appendix has been revised to correct listing status 
of  the razorback sucker. 

311-33: The statement under Raptors in Chapter 3 refers 
to recent short-term trends in raptor populations. The 
long-term trend has been one of decline. Once-abundant 
species, such as the peregrine falcon, elf owl and Harris' 
hawk, have vanished or become so reduced in number that 
their status in the district has become jeopardized. 
However, recent species reintroductions and habitat im- 
provements have served to halt decline and, for some 
species, increase or reestablish populations. 

The statement in Chapter 3 has been changed to "currently 
stable" to indicate the recent trend. 

311-34: BLM will include an implementation priorities 
schedule in the Record-of-Decision for the RMP. 

311-35: As indicated in Chapter 1, the life of  the plan is 
ten to twenty years. The RMP will be revised or amended 
based on the needs for change as indicated by monitoring. 
(See Monitoring the Resource Management Plan, Chapter 
2.) 

311-36: BLM considers priority wildlife habitat and 
special management area designations under all alterna- 
tives to generally benefit wildlife by restricting allowable 
uses and protecting habitat conditions. The specific details 
of beneficial impacts are described in the analyses of  Im- 
pacts on Wildlife for each alternative. While it is true that 
mineral and energy development and some other uses may 
occur or be allowed in priority wildlife habitat and SMAs, 
the impacts from these specific actions will be analyzed 
and mitigated on a case-by-case basis in accordance with 
the Wildlife and Fisheries Program and Environmental 
Program sections of Management Guidance Common to 
All Alternatives (Chapter 2). 
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311-37: The impacts of RMP decisions on wildlife outside 
of priority wildlife habitat or special management areas are 
described in the Impacts on Wildlife sections for each 
alternative. 

311-38: The text and Appendix E have been revised to 
reflect this and other comments. 

311-39: BLM considers the level of analysis for grazing 
impacts to be adequate for selecting among the RMP alter- 
natives. Further substantive analyses would not aid in 
RMP level decision-making or change the decisions at this 
time. 

The Preferred Alternative proposes no initial change in 
grazing stocking rates in part because the resulting impacts 
are difficult to ascertain. Grazing would be monitored to 
determine adjustments that might become necessary to 
achieve resource management objectives established in the 
RMP and subsequent activity plans. 

Future adjustments in stocking rates or grazing manage- 
ment practices would be made if and when monitoring in- 
dicates a change is needed to protect the Cactus Plain and 
La Posa Plain ecosystems. In addition, the site-specific im- 
pacts from grazing actions not specifically projected in this 
RMP would be analyzed on a case-by-case basis as de- 
scribed in the Environmental Program section of Manage- 
ment Guidance Common to All Alternatives (Chapter 2). 
For these reasons, we do not believe a "worst case" 
analysis to be necessary. 

311--40: In the absence of a specific need for any further 
measures, BLM considers the mitigating measures for 
impacts of RMP management actions on wildlife to be 
adequate. 

Mitigating measures for impacts from actions not specifi- 
cally projected in the RMP will be developed by BLM on a 
site-specific basis as part of the environmental process 
described in the Environmental Program section of 
Management Guidance Common to All Alternatives 
(Chapter 2). As part of this process, BLM will consult with 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and other appropriate 
agencies. 

311-41: Appendix E has been revised. 

311--42: See response to comment 215-5. 

311-43: See response to comment 214--1. 

316-1: See response to comment 212-1. 

316-2: None of the Yuma District RMP decisions would 
either affect the Gila River floodplain or be affected by 
flood flows in the Gila River. Consequently, detailed con- 
sideration of potential Gila River flooding in the RMP is 
not necessary. 

BLM will continue to coordinate proposals involving the 
Gila River floodplain with the U.S. Army Corps of Engi- 
neers on a case-by-case basis. 

317-1: See response to comment 218-2. 

326--1: See response to comment 10-10. 

326-2: The difference between formal designation as an 
ACEC, Outstanding Natural Area or other designated 
title, and management under "special prescriptions to pro- 
tect natural values" is minor; both measures will protect 
the area's natural or cultural values. 

Several factors combined to warrant formal designations 
for Crossman Peak and the Big Marias. These factors in- 
clude: a) a high potential for serious conflict, b) the 
significance of the natural and cultural values involved and 
c) a high public visibility and opinion in favor of designa- 
tion. With the exception of Cactus Plain, the potential 
conflicts, values and public opinion relative to the other 
non-designated SMAs referred to in this comment are not 
nearly as high. BLM believes that management under the 
special prescriptions described in the Preferred Alternative 
will provide adequate protection for the unique natural 
values in these areas. 

See response to comment 311-13 for a description of our 
rationale for not formally designating Cactus Plain. 

326-3: See response to comment 10--6. 

326-4: See response to comment 311-5. 

326-5: See response to comment 215-5. 

326-6: The cumulative effect of new rights-of-way 
developments (in designated utility corridors) on bighorn 
sheep migration will be included as part of the RMP imple- 
mentation and monitoring plan described in Management 
Guidance Common to All Alternatives (Chapter 2). 

326-7: We recognize the deficiencies in the "apparent 
trend in rangeland condition" concept. At present, this is 
the most accurate information we have for making range 
management decisions. "Apparent trend" is BLM's best 
professional estimate of range trend. The lack of valid and 
reliable data is a primary reason that we have chosen not to 
change the present stocking rate in allotments. The 
1980--81 range condition inventory is presently being 
augmented by more recent survey data through on-going 
monitoring studies in order to provide a more accurate 
estimate of trend. These monitoring studies will be used to 
determine future range management adjustments that may 
be necessary to meet the overall RMP objectives (see 
Rangeland Monitoring section of Management Guidance 
Common to All Alternatives). 
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326--8: While they are available to some extent, data on 
the amount of fishing, boating and hunting use in the 
Yuma District are not necessary for the comparison of im- 
pacts from alternatives in the recreation issue, or for the 
level of  management decisions being made in the RMP. 
The data currently included in Chapter 3 of the RMP are 
considered adequate for these needs. 

326--9: The text has been revised to reflect (the possibility 
of  competition between livestock and mule deer for 
seasonal forage. However, we do not believe that the com- 
petition or impacts would be significant. Both deer and 
livestock occupy a large area in such a low density that 
there is sufficient forage and space to distribute the com- 
petition to such a degree that it is minimal. Moreover, in 
accordance with 43 Code of  Federal Regulations (CFR) 
4110.3-1, BLM can permit additional livestock grazing to 
utilize seasonal forage only when such use would be con- 
sistent with other multiple use management objectives. 

326-10: The sentence on bighorn sheep use of  the Bill 
Williams River has been deleted. 

326--11: The text has been revised to reflect the correct 
status of this species. 

326-12: The text has been revised to read: "Migratory and 
upland game birds ..... " 

326-13: The Bill Williams River has been added to this 
section. 

326-14: Recreation expenditures as reflected by sales 
receipts for selected retail trade and service sectors have 
been used to indicate economic importance and impact in 
the RMP-EIS. User day values are another means for 
accomplishing the same thing. 

326--15: The text has been revised to reflect the correct 
status of  this species. 

326-16: The Preferred Alternative does not establish an 
increase of 3,756 AUMs as a goal. The statement in 
Chapter 4 reflects the projected impact on overall forage 
production from implementation of  the proposed grazing 
management. As such, there is no contradiction between 
this statement and objectives established in the Buckskin 
Mountains-Cactus Plain HMP. Any future adjustments in 
livestock grazing use - -  increases or decreases in stocking 
rates - -  will be made based on monitoring studies and con- 
sideration of management objectives for other resources 
and uses. 

326-17: Designation of  Cactus Plain as a special manage- 
ment area or wilderness would not affect the total grazing 
capacity (AUMS) in terms of  forage production on the 
Ganado and Nine-Mile allotments. The projected overall 
increase in AUM production for these two allotments was 
based on professional estimates by BLM range specialists. 

326--18: The Bureau of  Land Management has no man- 
agement authority on the Colorado River, and is unable to 
regulate recreation use on the water. 

Furthermore, in many places, including the Parker Strip, 
the BLM does not manage enough of  the shoreline to ef- 
fectively regulate access to the Colorado River. 

Water safety issues are certainly a matter of  concern for 
the BLM as well as other governmental agencies. While the 
BLM can restrict water access developments such as boat- 
ramps in its recreation concession areas, the real need is for 
a coordinated approach to regulating all recreational use 
of  the lower Colorado River. Although we coordinated 
closely with other land and water managing agencies in 
developing this RMP, decisions regarding implementation 
of  a coordinated approach to Colorado River management 
is beyond the scope of  the plan. 

326-19: The La Posa Plain has had grazing use for many 
years. The Lower Gila South Inventory (1980-81) indi- 
cated that this area is generally in excellent condition with 
a static trend; this does not indicate a negative effect on the 
vegetative community. The Preferred Alternative does not 
propose an initial increase in livestock numbers, but its 
implementation would result in increased forage produc- 
tion overall as projected in Chapter 4. 

326--20: The description on page 98 of  the draft EIS of  im- 
pacts on wildlife from grazing was in error and has been 
revised in the final. 

'326-21: Appendix E has been revised. 

343-1: No attempt has been made to allocate a percentage 
of available forage to wildlife in the RMP. However, the 
impacts on wildlife were considered in developing and 
selecting a Preferred Alternative. Monitoring, as described 
in the Range Program section of  Management Guidance 
Common to All Alternatives (Chapter 2), would determine 
the accuracy of  impact projections made in this EIS. 
Adjustments to grazing systems and preference would be 
made where necessary, based on the results of  monitoring. 

Projected forage production under each of  the alternatives 
is discussed as part of the impacts analysis in Chapter 4 of  
the RMP-EIS. Typical grazing systems that would be ap- 
plied to allotments are described in Appendix G-7. 

343-2: The Disposals section of  Management Guidance 
Common to All Alternatives (Chapter 2) has been revised 
to include "riparian habitat" as a condition which would 
preclude transferring lands within a disposal area from 
Federal ownership. In addition, Area 9 has been deleted 
from the list of  areas identified for disposal under the Pre- 
ferred Alternative. 

AI-I :  See response to comment 52-1. 
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A2-1: See response to comment 52-1. 

A9-1: The BLM estimate may be conservative, but this 
estimate does not significantly affect the conclusions 
drawn about the economic impacts from implementation 
of the various recreation alternatives. 

A10-1: See response to comment 213-1. 

B29-1: See response to comment 146-1. 

CI-I: Areas referenced in this comment appear to be in- 
cluded in the proposed expansion of the Kofa National 
Wildlife Refuge. If this is the case, none of the issues ad- 
dressed in the Yuma District RMP would affect the con- 
tinued multiple use of these lands. 

C2-1: See response to comment 228-3. 

C3-1: Mineral potential has been documented in the 
Yuma District RMP only to the extent necessary for assess- 
ing impacts and losses of resource values that would result 
from proposed management actions. 

Cl l - I :  See response to comment 96-1. 

C12-1: See response to comment 96-1. 

C14--1: See response to comment 219-3. 

C14--2: See response to comment 228-7. 

C14-3: As indicated in Impacts on Vegetation from the 
Preferred Alternative, the adverse impacts on candidate 
T&E cacti from concentrating long-term camping in 
LTVAs would be offset by the overall benefit to these and 
other sensitive plant species from prohibiting long-term 
camping elsewhere in the Yuma District. 

C14--4: The Preferred Alternative proposes to manage all 
remaining riparian areas along the Colorado River as pri- 
ority wildlife habitat areas. Management for this use 
would prohibit encroachment on and degradation of 
riparian habitat from recreation development. In addition, 
the Preferred Alternative states under Management o f  
Concessions and Leases that proposed recreation devel- 
opments which have potential to adversely impact natural 
values would either not be allowed or effects would be 
mitigated. 

The Preferred Alternative also states that the expansion of 
recreation areas along the Colorado River would be con- 
tingent upon demonstrating feasibility and need for the 
project through economic, market and environmental 
analyses (see Issue 6: Recreation - General). Expansion 

would be further constrained by restricting recreation 
development within the floodplain (see Recreation Man- 
agement in Floodplains), and by managing remaining 
riparian areas along the river as priority wildlife habitat 
areas (see Riparian Areas). 

C14-5: See response to comment 10-10. 

C14-6: The Land Ownership Adjustments map (Map 9) 
depicts areas in which BLM-administered lands would be 
available for disposal. Some of these areas include a vari- 
ety of land ownership and administration. Map 9 should 
be used in conjunction with Map 6 (Land Status) in order 
to determine the extent and location of BLM-administered 
lands in each of the disposal areas. 

C14-7: See response to comment 215-15. 

C16-1: See response to comment 187-1. 

D3-1: Since wilderness has been eliminated as a planning 
issue in this final EIS, none of the management actions 
under the Preferred Alternative would result in the with- 
drawal of additional acreage in the Yuma District from 
mineral entry. The 5,280-acre Big Marias area is presently 
under Bureau of Reclamation withdrawal. 

D3-2: See response to comment 202-1. 

D3-3: See response to comment 265-5. 

D4-1: We recognize both the shortage of facilities and the 
environmental impacts resulting from wood collection in 
the La Posa area. These as well as other issues are cur- 
rently addressed in an area-specific or activity plan for the 
La Posa LTVA. 

The Preferred Alternative provides the option for BLM to 
provide additional facilities, expand recreation sites and 
designate specific wood non-collection areas. The specific 
details will be left to activity plans, as stated under the 
Recreation Program section of Management Guidance 
Common to All Alternatives (Chapter 2), 

Following approval of the RMP, activity plans will be 
prepared for the Long-Term Visitor Areas as well as other 
special use areas in the district to ensure consistency with 
RMP decisions and objectives. The activity plans for 
LTVAs will address both sanitation and wood collection. 

DS-l" All remaining riparian areas administered by BLM 
are included in the 23,100 acres that would be managed as 
priority wildlife habitat under the Preferred Alternative. 
Please note that the acreage was 25,000 acres in the draft 
EIS, but is changed in the final to take into account the 
Cocopah land transfer passed by Congress after the draft 
was published. 

-263 - 




